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ABSTRACT 
 
This thesis should serve as a comprehensive site report for both 
Porter’s Bar (8Fr1) and Green Point (8Fr11) mounds in northwest Florida. 
These prehistoric burial mounds and their associated village shell midden are 
determined to have been constructed during two different time periods, 
Middle Woodland and Early Woodland, respectively. This is the first time that 
all materials and data have been described and compiled for both sites, 
despite the fact that they were both originally recorded over a century ago 
and described differently later by multiple researchers.   
The mounds served as an important ceremonial center along 
Apalachicola Bay some 1500 years ago, beginning perhaps during the Early 
Woodland (1200 B.C. – A.D. 250) and continuing through the Middle 
Woodland (A.D. 250 – A.D. 650). Evidence indicates an earlier Late Archaic 
component, and a much later historic nineteenth-century component. People 
living here probably experienced slightly different coastlines as sea levels 
fluctuated. The village midden associated with the two mounds extends for 
nearly 300 meters along the bay shore and has been damaged by sea-level 
change, while other parts have been borrowed for road material. The 
mounds have been damaged by looting and residential construction.   
 xi 
 
All known materials and data from the two sites are presented and 
compared, including burial styles and associated funerary goods. Ceramic 
types and tempers indicate that Green Point mound was one of the few built 
during the Early Woodland known in the region. The same population may 
have constructed Porter’s Bar during Middle Woodland times, perhaps a 
century or two later, and included artifacts that are rarely found in the 
research area. Potential areas of further investigation are noted, but time is 
limited as the midden will probably be inundated within the next fifty years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 1 
 
 
 
CHAPTER ONE:  
PROJECT GOALS AND METHODS 
  
Porter’s Bar (8Fr1) is a multicomponent prehistoric archaeological site 
that was first investigated by Clarence Bloomfield Moore in 1902, and then 
by many succeeding archaeologists throughout the twentieth century. This 
site was a highly significant Middle Woodland ceremonial center along 
Apalachicola Bay (Figure 1) roughly 1500 years ago and is now heavily 
damaged and threatened by both development and coastal erosion. The 
impetus for this thesis was the cultural resource investigation conducted by 
University of South Florida (USF) archaeologists in 1996 as part of a plan to 
preserve Porter’s Bar mound and construct a park around it. The report of 
that work, which was never finished due to the cancellation of the park, 
along with all other existing archival and collections data, are presented in 
this thesis.  
 
Project Goals 
This research aims to synthesize all existing materials for the Porter’s 
Bar mound and shell midden, attempt to locate the apparently associated 
Green Point mound (8Fr11), and compare the two mounds with similar 
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mounds in the area. I describe all known materials from Porter’s Bar and 
Green Point to determine how the two sites fit into the model of Early and 
Middle Woodland culture in the region, and then compare this to other 
Middle Woodland mounds in the area. A chronology of the two sites, based 
on ceramic typologies, is established to show cultural continuity between the 
Early Woodland Green Point mound and the Middle Woodland Porter’s Bar 
mound. I evaluate an existing model of Middle Woodland domestic and 
ceremonial activity and use data to dispute the idea that ornate, sacred 
objects would only be found in burial contexts and plain, utilitarian wares 
would only be found in domestic setting and midden refuse. 
 
 
Figure 1. The location of Porter's Bar (8Fr1) is marked in yellow 
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This thesis research began with an extensive literature search, 
followed by an analysis of the materials from Porter’s Bar and Green Point 
mounds. Copies of the journals of Clarence Bloomfield Moore were obtained 
from Cornell University Library by Nancy White prior to any of this research. 
These journals consist of detailed field notes from Moore’s excavations 
across the southeastern United States, including Porter’s Bar and Green 
Point. Some of these he would later publish. His field notes provided the only 
insight into burial count and style, as all the human remains that he 
excavated are unaccounted for and unavailable as a further source of 
information.  
Burial types and counts were studied in conjunction with associated 
grave goods of the two mounds. Ceramic temper and decorative techniques 
were analyzed to determine rough dates of construction and occupation for 
the two sites. As the recovered artifacts and burials are like those from 
Hopewellian sites in the midwestern U.S. and closer sites such as Pierce 
Mounds (8Fr14) along the Gulf Coast, ideas of cultural diffusion, cultural 
continuity, and trade networks could be examined.  
Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) data were used to try to locate 
Green Point mound, which was excavated by Moore in 1902 immediately 
after he dug at Porter’s bar mound and was described as being very close to 
Porter’s Bar. My three pedestrian surveys of the area failed to locate any 
possible mound matching the description of Green Point, suggesting that it 
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has been obliterated, probably by construction of a driveway and house(s). 
Conflicting information in sources about Green Point’s location exist, but 
Moore excavated many burials from this mound with an impressive array of 
associated grave goods. The Bureau of Archaeological Research (BAR) notes 
that human remains have been recovered from both sites, but this is a 
practice employed on all sites excavated by Moore that indicated burials 
were encountered, and not a reflection of their actual inventories.  
Both burial mounds are associated with coastal shell midden 
occupations. This research also attempts to add to the understanding that 
shell middens are more than just places for deposited food remains. Shellfish 
would not have been the only aquatic resource exploited in an ecologically 
rich area such as this, but as expected, they constituted an overwhelming 
percentage of the faunal remains by weight. Other aquatic resources, such 
as fish, would have been utilized as well, but fish are less visible in the 
archaeological record and thus seen as less important. As Waselkov (1987) 
notes, using the vague umbrella term of shell midden detracts from the 
importance of these sites. The shell midden indicates subsistence on the 
most abundant local resources, as inland mounds tend to lack the same 
aquatic remains and instead have more local species represented in the 
archaeological record. While deposition is usually examined, function tends 
to be ignored, and it is evident that the occupants of Porter’s Bar used 
midden refuse in constructing this burial mound, which does not seem to be 
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the case for Green Point mound. To understand the importance of various 
animal species in the prehistoric diet, reported and recovered faunal remains 
from the sites would have to be studied to show the ratio of terrestrial to 
aquatic species and other information about the species utilized by the 
individuals living around these mounds. Then the mound deposits would 
have to be studied to see if random amounts of existing shell midden 
garbage were used in burial mound construction, or if special shell and other 
deposits were used.  
 
Methods 
Excavations were not performed for this thesis as the primary concern 
is a synthesis of the existing data. Extensive archival research was 
conducted, and then databases for the information for burials, ceramics, and 
other artifacts from all known sources were compiled. Multiple surface 
surveys of the shell midden and the mound at Porter’s Bar were performed, 
and GPS coordinates for both components of the site were recorded. Using 
information on the FMSF, Jeffrey Du Vernay helped in processing LiDAR data 
to try to relocate Green Point mound (Figures 2 and 3). A combination of 
LiDAR maps, historic aerial photographs, and directions from Moore’s 
notebooks guided my attempts to relocate this mound. Green Point was not 
successfully relocated, but now I have a better understanding of where it 
could be, if any of it remains today, and I discuss this in detail later.     
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Figure 2. LiDAR-derived Digital Elevation Model (DEM) map of Porter's Bar 
complex. Red line indicates site boundaries according to the FMSF. Elevation 
to the right center of the map (bisected by the red line) is Porter's Bar 
mound. Area of lower elevation running roughly N-S is Porter's Bar Creek, 
which empties into the bay. Map courtesy of Jeff Du Vernay. 
 
Figure 3. LiDAR-derived Hillshade map of the sites (compare with Figure 2). 
Area of elevation within the boundary of 8Fr11 is more defined and could be 
the location of Green Point mound. Map courtesy of Jeff Du Vernay. 
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No radiocarbon dates from existing charcoal samples were obtained 
due to financial constraints, so dates of mound construction and site 
occupation were deduced by ceramic typologies. GIS data helped determine 
how this site physically relates to other Early and Middle Woodland sites in 
the research region, especially the few that are also coastal burial mounds 
with shell middens, such as Mound Near Indian Pass (8Gu1), Gotier 
Hammock (8Gu2), Richardson’s Hammock (8Gu10), and Eleven Mile Point 
(8Fr10) (Figures 4 and 5).  
A visit to the Smithsonian’s National Museum of the American Indian’s 
(NMAI) Cultural Resources Center (CRC) in Suitland, Maryland, was made to 
photograph artifacts, primarily whole vessels from Moore’s excavations. All 
photographs in this thesis were taken by the author, unless otherwise 
specified. Nancy White also visited the NMAI CRC to do the same. A visit to 
the BAR in Tallahassee was made to catalog the artifacts that they have 
from Porter’s Bar. Some materials labeled “Green Point” exist at the BAR 
exist, but that mound’s location remains unknown and I did not view the 
materials.  
 
Public Archaeology 
 Archaeologists have long relied on the information of local informants, 
collectors, and amateur archaeologists. Some of the sources used in this are 
the collectors who know the local land. The location of Porter’s Bar was 
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easily obtained thanks to a local collector who guided me there. Locals still 
collect along the bay shoreline at Porter’s Bar, which is part of the village 
shell midden. A better relationship with such people would only serve to aid 
archaeologists in their work. As discussed later in Chapter Six, working with 
local archaeological societies was proposed when there was a plan to 
recontour Porter’s Bar as part of a public park that would be a source of 
enjoyment for the subdivision it would be situated in, as well as the entire 
community. 
 
 
Figure 4. 6 Middle Woodland coastal burial mound and shell midden sites 
discussed in this thesis all fall within the red square. 
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Figure 5. Location of the six burial mounds mentioned in the text. A is 
Indian Pass Point (8Gu1), B is Eleven Mile Point (8Fr10), C is Gotier 
Hammock (8Gu2), D is Richardson's Hammock (8Gu10), E is Green Point 
(8Fr11) and is so close to F, which is Porter's Bar (8Fr1), that they overlap. 
 
Community involvement could also help protect the site. The site is 
well-known locally, and although it was heavily looted about ten years ago, 
visits since have shown no evidence of new looting. Posting signage, 
especially since the site is on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
could also protect the site. The area gets hit frequently by tropical storms 
and hurricanes and could be included in the monitoring programs offered 
through the Florida Public Archaeology Network (FPAN). FPAN trains 
interested citizens in site monitoring through their Heritage Monitoring 
Scouts (HMS) program, where groups and individuals can check on sites. 
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FPAN uses the gathered information to update the FMSF or prioritize a visit 
to the site themselves. The hope is that with more interested civilians the 
site can be monitored more frequently, especially after storms.  
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CHAPTER TWO:  
ENVIRONMENTAL BACKGROUND 
 
Geographical Setting 
The lower Chattahoochee River and lower Flint River join at the 
Florida-Georgia border. Together they form the Apalachicola River, which is 
the largest in the state in terms of flow, greatly influencing the conditions of 
estuaries in the drainage system (Figure 6). This river is the only one in 
Florida with snowmelt in its waters, and it originates in the Blue Ridge 
Mountains of northern Georgia. East Bay, Apalachicola Bay, St. Vincent 
Sound, and parts of St. George Sound form the Apalachicola estuary, which 
is characterized by upland marshes that grade into soft-sediment areas, 
vegetated shallow bottoms, and oyster reefs (Livingston 1984:2). The 
current shoreline of the Apalachicola River Valley was established roughly 
between 3000 and 2000 B.C. (Stapor and Tanner 1977). Its current 
formation began around 18 million years ago during the Miocene and it is 
constantly changing due to erosional cycles (Clewell 1977).  
 The bedrock of the panhandle is composed mostly of limestone and 
dolomite. The limestone, with sand, silt, and clay components, has silicified 
into veins of chert or flint in many areas. Clastics, including sand, silt, clay, 
shell marl, and gravel compose a stratum that dates back to the Eocene, 
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Oligocene, and early Miocene. Fluctuations in sea-level, erosion, deposition, 
coastal processes, and the reworking of sediments have all contributed to 
altering the shoreline. The panhandle is generally described as a series of 
terraces which increase in elevation as the distance from the shoreline 
increases. Each terrace was once a past sea bottom when sea level was 
higher than present, and each step between adjacent terraces represents an 
ancient shoreline (Clewell 1986:59-75). Porter’s Bar sits on the shoreline of 
today, which may have been established during the Holocene, and has at 
least been stable for the last 1500 years since the site was established.  
 
 
Figure 6. All three rivers are within the yellow area, with Porter’s Bar (8Fr1) 
marked on Apalachicola Bay by the yellow point. 
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Three principal physiographic provinces exist in the panhandle, 
including the Northern Highlands, Mariana Lowlands, and the Gulf Coastal 
Lowlands. The Gulf Coastal Lowlands consist of the lower half of the 
panhandle (southerly) and includes the Escambia, Choctawhatchee, Chipola, 
and Apalachicola Rivers. This province can then be divided into the Aucilla 
Karst Plain and the Western Lowlands, with the latter being characterized by 
flat terraces of Plio-Pleistocene sands. The eastern portion of the lowlands is 
called the Apalachicola Coastal Lowlands and encompasses the lower 
Apalachicola River Basin (Clewell 1986:91-96), where the Porter’s Bar and 
Green Point mounds are located.  
Franklin County (Figure 7) is located in the Apalachicola River system 
drainage basin and straddles a transitional region between the diurnal tides 
of western Florida and the semidiurnal tides of the Gulf peninsula. This area 
has a low population density and is relatively rural, save for the businesses 
that focus on tourism. The county is made up of 198,398 hectares of land. 
Roughly 25 percent are water, 20 percent are forested and non-forested 
wetlands, and 55 percent are evergreen and mixed forest land. Nutrient 
levels in the Apalachicola wetlands are higher than in most comparable 
systems throughout the northern hemisphere. These wetlands provide 
habitats for a rich faunal and floral assemblage (Livingston 1984:14-27). 
The floodplain forest has over 250 species of vertebrates (Means 1977) and 
the river is home to large numbers of freshwater gastropod and bivalve 
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molluscs (Livingston 1984:27). This would have been a rich environment for 
prehistoric people.  
Forested uplands, wetlands, and aquatic habitats are prominent. The 
local economy has historically relied upon sport and commercial fisheries, as 
well as pine logging (Livingston 1984:3). Apalachicola Bay is known for its 
oysters, with oyster bars, including Porter’s Bar, accounting for about seven 
percent of the bay system. The Apalachicola estuary is ideal for the growth 
of the oyster (Crassostrea virginica) (Livingston 1984:25). The shallow 
estuary is wind-dominated in terms of flushing and current movement, and 
wind can play a more important role than tidal input in the determination of 
current strength and direction. Freshwater input is seasonal and 
temperatures in the area are mild (Livingston 1984:13). 
 
 
Figure 7. Franklin County, Florida is shown in red. 
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Oyster Bars/Shoals 
 Porter’s Bar mound (Figure 8) is named after a rich oyster bar or reef, 
a large linear shoal that extends from the northern shore of St. George 
Sound southwestward for 4 km and is unique in that a linear shoal like this is 
not only asymmetrical, but has steep westward facing sides. East of this is 
Green Point Bar, a small shoal trending northwest-southeast. Twichell et al. 
(2006:4-8) created maps of oyster beds in Apalachicola Bay, the largest 
oyster fishery in Florida, using acoustic mapping tools, such as sidescan 
sonar, interferometric bathymetry, single beam bathymetry, and chirp 
seismic-reflection systems. Their results showed that Green Point shoal is 
comprised of almost all sand with some mottled sandy mud and shell sand. 
Porter’s Bar shoal is predominantly oyster, dredge material/oyster, 
shell/gravel, and shelly sand surrounded by mud on the west and south and 
sandy Green Point to the east. Modern studies indicate that prehistoric 
peoples inhabiting the shoreline could harvest a large amount of oyster and 
other seafood from the bars in the adjacent bay.  
 
Sands and Soils  
 The soil in the area is mostly a gray sand, with occasional deposits of 
clay. Intensive agriculture would not have been easy in this area due to the 
poor soils and drainage. Regarding Porter’s Bar archaeological site 
specifically, there seems to be moderately well drained Resota fine sand to 
the west of Porter’s Bar Creek Bridge and poorly drained Leon sand on the 
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east side of the bridge (Keel 2011:2). Porter’s Bar, and likely Green Point, 
exist in an area of Mandarin-Resota-Leon soils according to the Franklin 
County Soil Survey, broken up only by rivers and coastal marshes (USDA 
1994).  
 
 
Figure 8. The location of Porter's Bar (8Fr1) within Franklin County. Franklin 
County encompasses the lower river and bay system. 
 
Vegetation 
 A variety of vegetation has been recorded by previous investigators. 
Multiple investigations at the site indicate that the vegetation is primarily 
oak (chapman, turkey, scrub live, myrtle), hickory, magnolia, red cedar, and 
mixed pine flatwoods, with un understory of palmetto, various grasses, and 
woody shrubs that is surrounded by Titi swamp (Keel 2011:2, Tesar 1996). 
Figure 9 shows the dense vegetation that covers and surrounds the mound 
today.  
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Figure 9. Dense vegetation covering Porter’s Bar mound. 
 
Chert Quarries 
 Based on the maps showing quarry clusters for Florida chert, it can be 
said that Porter’s Bar and Green Point sites are not immediately near any 
large chert source. About 80 km east is the Wacissa quarry; 120 km north is 
the Marianna quarry; and about 160 km north-northwest is the Wright’s 
Creek quarry (Upchurch, Strom, and Nuckels 1982).  It is hard to determine 
which sources would have been available at what time. There has been 
much difficulty in distinguishing between different Ocala limestone chert 
sources. One method that has been/is used is determining differences in 
Orbitoid foraminifera, or fossils, that can be seen in the cross section of a 
sample (Upchurch, Strom, and Nuckels 1982; Endonino 2007:77).  
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 Chert sources are formed and exposed under certain geological and 
environmental conditions. Chert can often be found in areas where sand and 
clay have been removed by different geological phenomena, especially 
around lakes, streams, rivers, and on slopes and tops of elevated areas and 
hills (Endonino 2007:78). The cherts in question here were deposited during 
the Eocine Epoch between 40 and 60 million years ago (Upchurch, Strom, 
and Nuckels 1982:17). Diagnostic fossils for these cherts include molluscs 
(Endonino 2007:78). These local chert are a whitish color. The ubiquity of 
chert sources not too far north of the Porter’s Bar and Green Point sites, as 
well as the availability of agatized coral as beach rock, would have meant 
that prehistoric people here had plenty of raw materials for chipped-stone 
tools.  
 
Food Sources 
 Northwest Florida, for the time periods discussed in this thesis, would 
have been home to an abundant supply of deer, turkey, bear, raccoon, 
cougar, quail, duck, fish, and shellfish (Willey and Woodbury 1942:233). 
These terrestrial species were probably not relied upon as much as their 
aquatic counterparts for people living on the bay shore. Fish and shellfish 
would have been abundant and require less energy expenditure to capture 
and prepare and are visible in the frequency of Middle Woodland shell 
middens in the research area (White 2016). Plant remains are usually not 
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preserved, so we do not have much of an idea of what these people were 
utilizing, but from the little archaeological evidence that exists, it seems 
likely that they would have relied upon fruits and nuts as well.  
 
Shell Middens 
 Shell middens offer a unique look at prehistoric peoples. In the 
traditional model of shellfish deposition, they are oftentimes talked about in 
their predominance during the Archaic (Saunders and Russo 2011, Randall 
2008) because melting glaciers during the Holocene increased the flow of 
rivers in the eastern U.S. and made great environments for shell beds to 
develop in estuaries. Prehistoric people could then easily obtain shellfish and 
leave them in big refuse piles, or midden. Shellfish midden deposition beings 
as early as the Late Archaic and continues into Woodland and Fort Walton 
times (White 2014a:83).  
Shell middens are very visible even on the modern landscape. While it 
is not possible to determine whether shellfish were a major part of a 
people’s diet or just a portion without studying human remains, shellfish 
were certainly easy to collect by any member of a society (White 2014a). 
The problem with understanding the vast array of data from shell middens 
comes from not being able to pinpoint individual deposition events, thus not 
having a full grasp on stratigraphy (White 2014a:83).  
Shell middens in this region take many forms. There are individual 
freshwater shell piles, usually composed of snail and bivalves, and include 
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sites such as the Jumping Fish site (8Ca31) the Godwin Lake Site (8Ja225), 
and the Housing Development site (9Dr118). Middens can also take the form 
of riverine sites with very thick strata of freshwater shell, indicating multiple 
depositions. Examples of this type of midden are the Mercer site (8Ja233), 
the Otis Hare site (8Li172), and the SBSY site (9Se32). Estuarine marsh 
clam middens are also prominent in the area and typically have some kind of 
oyster component as well. These middens have less of a sand component 
than the ones mentioned previously and are long or banana-shaped. There 
are also large whelk and conch middens along St. Joseph Bay (White 
2014a:84-96).  
Finally, there are oyster shell middens in the estuaries and along the 
bayshore. Some of these have associated burial mounds, constructed 
partially of shell, with sizes ranging from very small to very large, with larger 
sites seemingly to be closer to areas where freshwater springs and creeks 
empty into the bay. Some shell was reused as building material in Middle 
Woodland burial mounds, such as at Porter’s Bar. This is interesting in that 
food waste then has possible associations with the sacred, not just the 
secular (White 2014a:93-96).    
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CHAPTER THREE:  
ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND OF THE REGION 
 
The earliest evidence for human occupation in the Florida panhandle 
dates to around 12,000 B.C., but this date changes as more archaeological 
evidence is unearthed. While my primary focus is on the Early-Middle 
Woodland period, Porter’s Bar and Green Point have earlier Archaic 
evidence, as well as later Fort Walton evidence. These aspects of the sites 
are briefly discussed below, with the focus on the Woodland period. Chapter 
Six discusses notable artifacts from time periods before or after the Middle 
Woodland. While they are not the focus of this thesis, they are included in 
order to provide a complete description of the site.  
 
Paleo-Indian (12,000 B.C. – 9500 B.C.) 
 Paleo-Indian sites, close to water sources like sites in all other periods, 
were widespread in the research region. These sites were also close to chert 
sources and these people were hunting big game, evident in the recovery of 
mammoth and mastodon teeth, bison bones, and giant sloths, among others 
(White 2016). The focus has been on large game, but people were more 
than likely hunting small game, which was easier and safer to obtain, and 
 22 
 
were probably utilizing other aquatic and terrestrial resources to a much 
greater degree than previously thought (White 2016:1-4). Ceramics had not 
been adopted in the area yet and would not be for some time.   
 
Archaic (9500 B.C. – 1200 B.C.)  
 The Archaic Period was a time of increased efficiency in the 
exploitation of emerging new forest and estuarine niches of the postglacial 
era. Cultural and environmental changes led to larger populations and 
greater settlement permanence, developing new technologies, and 
eventually the networks of interaction and cultural diffusion that accounted 
for the spread of pottery, food production, and institutions of politics and 
religion of post-Archaic times (Caldwell 1958). The Archaic Period can be 
subdivided into three segments, which are based on changes in artifact 
styles reflecting changes in subsistence technology and large-scale 
environmental and demographic changes. The Early Archaic (9500 - 7900 
B.C.) saw a sharp increase in regional temperatures and rainfall, increasingly 
dense human populations, some continuity with late Paleoindian traditions 
despite the introduction of notched and stemmed points, and changes in 
land use that signify adjustments to environmental conditions that were 
different from those of the late Pleistocene. Water sources were more 
numerous for Early Archaic peoples than their Paleoindian ancestors because 
rising sea levels cause rising water tables, which united sink holes into 
 23 
 
streams and rivers, and thus Early Archaic peoples, sustaining larger 
populations, could occupy sites for longer periods without running out of 
fresh water (Milanich 1994:67).   
The Middle Archaic (7900 - 3800 B.C.) began with the introduction of 
different point styles and saw seasonal extremes in precipitation and 
temperature, and a climate in the Southeast that was still colder and drier 
than that of today. Rising sea levels along the Gulf Coast and peninsular 
Florida supported the development of wetlands and an increasing habitat for 
aquatic flora and fauna. As Florida shrank in landmass, and favorable 
conditions bolstered human settlement, northern Florida became home to a 
large percentage of the population (Milanich 1994:33). People increasingly 
collected freshwater shellfish and deposited them in large piles along rivers 
and coasts and began erecting earthen mounds along the coast in the Lower 
Mississippi Valley. Long-distance exchange networks flourished, and there is 
some evidence for interpersonal violence (Bullen 1962), though no clear 
signs of actual warfare. Lithics of this time also start to exhibit extensive 
evidence of being heat-treated, which turns them a reddish color, and make 
them more glasslike, meaning they are easier to chip (Purdy 1971). Sites 
are predominantly in the form of special-use sites, which are small camps 
dominated by lithic tools and debitage (Milanich 1994:78).  
The Late Archaic (3800 - 1200 B.C.) saw the establishment of modern 
climatic conditions (Watts and Hansen 1988:310), an increase in site 
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frequencies compared to the Middle Archaic suggesting population increases, 
and year-round occupation became apparent at some coastal sites. Coastal 
sites are more well-known because of modern commercial and housing 
development along the shores (White 2003:71), but it is likely that “there 
are Archaic sites in every wetland locale” (Milanich 1994:86). Wetland sites 
farther inland are harder to find because of the build-up of alluvium along 
old meanders and active rivers, as well as from inundation due to the 
construction of dams (White 2016:1). The earliest known ceramics in Florida 
appear by about 2000 B.C. in the form of undecorated fiber-tempered 
pottery (Milanich 1994:86).  
By 3000 B.C., the Poverty Point culture of northeast Louisiana 
emerges as a network of exchange and intensive mound building and 
pottery vessels come into use (Anderson and Sassaman 2012:71-76). In 
northwest Florida, the term Elliott’s Point Complex (Lazarus 1958) was once 
used to describe Poverty Point-like material culture that appears from about 
2000 to 500 B.C., including microtools and baked-clay objects. Jones 
identified over 90 sites in the panhandle with Elliott’s Point components. 
While there were the typical clay balls and other baked clay items, there 
were fewer fancy Poverty Point-type artifacts recovered, such as stone beads 
(White 2003:76). At coastal shell middens, both fiber-tempered plain and 
fiber-tempered simple-stamped pottery can be found with clay balls, which 
have a Poverty Point origin in concept and sometimes in manufacture (White 
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2014a:227). Other common Archaic artifacts are chert microtools, including 
scrapers, needles, and perforators (White 2003:77). 
The importance of aquatic resources, save for the obvious remaining 
shell, is often underestimated, especially because tools made of organic 
materials, such as nets, lines, woven bags, and even canoes, are not 
represented in the archaeological record (Kehoe 1990). Only one prehistoric 
canoe (from Dog Island) from the research region is known and today is on 
display in the Museum of Florida History in Tallahassee. Seasonal mobility 
has been hypothesized; these coastal populations would have needed to 
relocate possibly in the summer and fall to avoid hurricanes and escape the 
rising waters of winter during this area’s rainy season, and this movement 
would have hindered the development of larger sedentary societies with 
more complex social structures (White 2003:75).  
In the Apalachicola River Valley, there is currently no evidence of 
Archaic mounds, and Archaic burials have been extremely few; however, one 
such burial has been recorded at Porter’s Bar.  
 
Woodland (1200 B.C. – A.D. 1000) 
 The Woodland Period dates from c.a. 1200 B.C. through c.a. A.D. 1000 
and is further broken down into three subperiods, which date roughly as 
follows: Early Woodland (1200 B.C. - A.D. 250), Middle Woodland (A.D. 350 
- A.D. 650), and Late Woodland (A.D. 700- A.D. 1000). This was a period of 
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regionalism, with partially autonomous communities and distinct regional 
traditions (Anderson and Sassaman 2012:113-114).  
 
Early Woodland (1200 B.C. – A.D. 250) 
Many Early Woodland sites are small and dispersed. Non-fiber-
tempered pottery became widespread after 1200 B.C. and in the Gulf 
Coastal areas it had no elaborate designs. Sand, grit, and grog all appear as 
temper for the diagnostic ceramics of this time period, including Deptford 
Simple-Stamped and Linear Check-Stamped, regular check-stamped (which 
are hard to tell from later versions of this type) and some fabric-marked 
pottery (White 2012:3). Surface treatments varied within traditions, as did 
technological and functional attributes. Tetrapodal ceramics were made, of 
which some whole vessels were recovered from Green Point mound, near 
Porter’s Bar.  
From about 700 B.C. onwards, earthen mounds in some parts of the 
southeast were constructed for disposal of the dead (Anderson and 
Sassaman 2012:116-117). For Early Woodland and Middle Woodland burial 
mounds, shell was utilized as a building material in some parts of Florida, 
though less so on the northwest coast where they are mostly comprised of 
sand (White 2014a:227). Early Woodland burial mounds are uncommon in 
the Apalachicola valley region, with the only clear examples coming from 
Pierce (8Fr14, on the western side of Apalachicola Bay) (White 2013).  
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For this reason, establishing Green Point as Early Woodland in age is 
important for the culture history of the area. Complex ideological and social 
systems were more than likely already in place and evolving, but there is 
currently no definitive evidence of clear ceremonial behavior this early in the 
research region. Other diagnostics of the period are in the form of some 
shell beads and carved bone implements (White 2012:3).  
 
Middle Woodland (A.D. 250 – A.D. 650) 
 Burial mound construction in the region reached its peak during the 
Middle Woodland. It is easy to find these sites in the area because of the 
frequency of imported and unusual materials as compared to the Early 
Woodland (White 2012:3). Both burial mounds and domestic sites in the 
region have such materials, including mica, copper, figurines, multicolored 
exotic cherts, and other stones (White 2014a:231-233), as well as whelk 
shell cups and other shell artifacts. The occurrence of such elaborate 
materials in domestic contexts challenges the long-held belief in the region 
about a “sacred-secular dichotomy” (Sears 1973). This idea, and the 
problems with it, are discussed in Chapter Seven. Middle Woodland 
ceramics, exotic artifacts, and burial mounds persisted until about A.D. 700. 
Settlements during this time period in the Southeast mostly took the form of 
hamlets and small villages. Occupants of the area may have relocated 
frequently, but over many generations people continued to return to the 
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same sites. Mound complexes and other ritual facilities may not have been 
the centers of settlement clusters, and thus not territorial markers, 
according to some interpretations (White 2016:3).  
Pottery is the primary trait that archaeologists use to distinguish 
between sub-regional traditions. Widespread participation in mound 
ceremonialism shows a greater pan-regional influence than the diversity of 
pottery types might suggest (Anderson and Sassaman 2012:121-124). 
Caches of elaborate vessels were placed in burial mounds, with bottoms 
purposely broken out, or “killed.” It is important to note the paradox of 
Middle Woodland elaborate and exotic materials found in conjunction with 
what Moore (1902b:210-211) called “inferior” or “rude” wares, which were 
also abundant as grave offerings (White 2010:177-178). In northwest 
Florida and southern Georgia, the Early Woodland Deptford ceramic tradition 
of simple- and check-stamped pottery gave way to more complex, elaborate 
ceramic traditions. Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped types appeared by 
about A.D. 250 and early Weeden Island Incised/Punctated/Cutout/Red-
painted pottery, including human and animal effigy vessels, appeared shortly 
thereafter (White 2012:13-14).  
 
Late Woodland (A.D. 700 – A.D. 1000) 
 During the Late Woodland, the early Weeden Island types mostly 
disappear, and only less elaborate types of late Weeden Island ceramics 
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continued to be made, especially check-stamped and plain, with some Keith 
Incised and Carrabelle Incised and Punctated. Burial mound construction and 
elaborate ceremonialism seem to have disappeared. Possibly the changes 
can be attributed to the beginnings of, or intensification of, maize agriculture 
at this time, transforming hunter-fisher-gatherer societies into at least part-
time cultivators (White 2014b:234-235).   
 
Fort Walton (A.D. 1000 – A.D. 1500) 
Fort Walton is the local variant of Mississippian culture in northwest 
Florida and adjacent regions of southwest Georgia and southeast Alabama 
(Marrinan and White 2007). It follows Late Woodland, and Woodland sites 
were sometimes reoccupied, or continued to be occupied more intensively 
(or at least more visibly).  Fort Walton is very distinctive, and it includes 
maize agriculture, temple mound centers, and Mississippian-shaped 
ceramics that are nonetheless still tempered with grit, sand, and grog, unlike 
the shell-tempered ceramics in the rest of the Mississippian Southeast. 
Coastal Fort Walton groups apparently did not cultivate maize but continued 
collecting wild aquatic species. There is a noticeable lack of chipped-stone 
tools in Fort Walton compared to earlier periods and other areas on the 
Southeast (White 2014a:235-236). Possibly people did not add shell 
tempering because they maintained a distinct identity among Mississippian 
cultures of the South, though they still had standard Mississippian practice 
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such as maize agriculture and ceramic vessels with handles (White 
2012:17). Some ceramic forms from the Middle Woodland Period persist 
through Fort Walton, especially spiral and loop designs in terms of spiral and 
loop designs. There is however little sign so far of any shell workshop areas 
or shell debitage, so perhaps these people were not making fancy shell 
artifacts like their predecessors. For all time periods of this region there is 
little evidence of shell workshops, possibly because they had plenty of stone. 
Fort Walton societies were the indigenous cultures first encountered by Old 
World invaders and colonizers in the sixteenth century, and soon became 
mostly extinct or absorbed by later invading groups. We do not know what 
happened to these people biologically, but they disappeared as a cultural 
entity.   
 
Physical Setting 
 Shell middens are easy to see on the modern landscape; they stand 
out as white circular areas in dense green forests, or as raised areas easily 
discernable in LiDAR images. Finding a shell midden and mound is a practice 
that has been fine-tuned over the decades by investigators. Willey and 
Woodbury first described shell middens as piles of shell refuse that 
accumulated through time during a site’s occupation. Small, conical sand 
burial mounds, usually 100 meters to a quarter of a mile from the shore and 
in an area of slight elevation, are often associated with a shell midden. 
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According to early researchers, mounds are typically set in a dense 
hammock or a swamp and may be less accessible by foot and by water than 
the village midden. The midden is representative of a village, while the 
mound houses the burials of the occupants of the village or others. Ceramics 
from mounds and villages might have been seen as two different 
assemblages (Willey and Woodbury 1942:233-234). 
Today we have more data on Woodland mounds and associated village 
villages and middens, and most of the time they occur together, or at most 
are a few hundred meters apart (such as Gotier Hammock discussed later in 
Chapter Six). This pattern is true for Porter’s Bar mound and Green Point 
mounds as well, with the shell midden habitation area located only meters 
from the mounds. Porter’s Bar mound is situated along a freshwater, spring-
fed creek. This is not surprising; water is life. Travel by water was probably 
the main way to get around, and most middens and mound sites are located 
along the shore or riverways. Out in Apalachicola Bay, not far from the 
creek, is the rich oyster bar, also named Porter’s Bar. 
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CHAPTER FOUR:  
ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND OF PORTER’S BAR  
AND GREEN POINT 
 
The archaeological investigations of Porter’s Bar over the course of the 
past century have been numerous. While most of these investigations 
yielded similar artifacts, most investigators misinterpreted the location of the 
mound. What was being recorded as the mound up until 1974 was in fact 
part of the midden area on the opposite side of Porter’s Bar Creek that runs 
all the way down into the bay. Specific details are discussed below, with an 
analysis and discussion of the artifacts following in Chapters Five and Six. It 
is impossible to talk about or attempt to understand Porter’s Bar without 
also talking about Green Point. The second portion of this chapter discusses 
the archaeological background of this second, earlier burial mound.  
 
I. PORTER’S BAR MOUND 
 
1902, Clarence Bloomfield Moore 
 As part of his expeditions throughout the Southeast, Moore visited 
northwest Florida on multiple occasions, going up and down rivers 
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investigating Native American mounds, using his private steamboat. Moore 
excavated Porter’s Bar Mound in 1902 and took extensive field notes 
(1902a:145-169), some of which he would publish later (1902b:249-274). 
He noted that the mound was on T. J. Branch’s property and was 1 mile 
west of the geographic feature known as Green Point, just inland from 
Porter’s Bar oyster bar, about 250 yards (229 m) from the shore (Moore 
1902a:145). These notes also mention that the mound has a creek to the 
east, and many later investigators misinterpreted this to mean the mound 
was on the east bank of Porter’s Bar Creek.  
 The mound, according to Moore, had a basal diameter of 60x78 feet 
(18.2x23.8 m) and was made up of irregular layers of white, yellow, and 
black sand, as well as oyster shell, and had sustained little previous digging 
before Moore arrived (Moore 1902a:145). This black sand was colored by 
organic matter and more frequent in the eastern portion of the mound and 
was associated with ceramics. There was a layer of oyster shell along 
roughly one quarter of the base of the mound that varied from 1-2.5 feet in 
thickness. The only other shell was two or three small pockets, were roughly 
3x3 ft (.9x.9 m) and as deep as the layer on the base. The mound was much 
steeper on the east, where it was bordered by the creek, than on the west, 
which sloped to the level of the surrounding land. It was 10-11 feet high (3-
3.4 m) (Moore 1902b:238).  
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Chapter Five discusses the burials, grave goods, whole vessels, and 
unassociated artifacts recorded by Moore, some of which he gave to the 
landowner according to his field notes. 
 
1940, Gordon Willey 
 Willey visited Porter’s Bar in 1940 during his Gulf Coast survey. In his 
survey form he notes that he found a sand burial mound about one-quarter 
of a mile in from the beach and an adjacent shell midden, with a spring 
located just southeast of the mound. This indicates that he indeed found 
Porter’s Bar burial mound, which sits on the western bank of Porter’s Bar 
Creek about 400 meters inland from where the creek meets the bay 
presently. He also noted that there was a second mound reported in the 
immediate vicinity, but he did not locate it. The mound he did find was 
deeply excavated by Moore in the center and was only partially as tall as 
Moore recorded, but still stood over two meters high (Willey 1940).  
 Willey said that the shell midden begins about 200 meters from the 
mound and extends almost to the water’s edge. It was cut through on the 
southern side by US highway 319 (now U.S. 98), and the depth of the 
midden was probably no more than one meter. The shell midden extended 
for 200 meters on its east-west axis. Willey did not find any sherds on the 
mound but recovered a large amount from the midden. These artifacts are 
listed in Table 4.1. Artifacts that he says are housed in the Robert S. 
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Peabody Foundation (RSPF; now the Robert S. Peabody Institute of 
Archaeology) and Heye Foundation collections are listed in Table 4.2. Based 
on these sherds, Willey believed the site to be primarily Santa Rosa-Swift 
Creek and Weeden Island I in ceramic affiliation (Willey 1949:267). Later 
researchers have taken those ceramic complexes to mean separate 
archaeological cultures/periods, even though they nearly completely overlap.  
 
Table 4.1 Recovered Ceramics from Willey’s 1940 Survey 
 
 
 
 
 
Ceramic Type N
Deptford Complex
Deptford Bold Check-St 2
Deptford Simple-St 3
Santa Rosa-Swift Creek Complex
West FL Cord-Marked 1
Gulf Creek St 10
Franklin Plain 2
Crooked River Comp-St 1
SwCr Comp-St 31
Weeden Island Complex
Weeden Island Plain 5
Fort Walton Complex
Fort Walton Inc 2
Pensacola Plain 1
Miscellaneous
Smooth Plain 1
Plain Red Painted 2
Residual Plain 108
Nondiagnostic 9
Total 178
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Table 4.2 Artifacts at the Robert S. Peabody Foundation for Archaeology 
and the Heye Foundation, Willey 1949 
Catalog # Ceramic Type N 
38920 WI Plain 1 
39049 SwCr Comp-St 1 
39157 WI Plain 1 
39255 SwCr Comp-St 1 
39262 WI Red 1 
39310 WI Plain 1 
17/49997* SwCr, Late 1 
17/49997* SwCr Unplaced 1 
17/49997* WI Plain** 2 
 Total 10 
*MAI/Heye Foundation Annex Collection (now NMAI) 
**Description says WI Plain effigy heads in relief 
 
Early Weeden Island, or Weeden Island I, was evident in ceramics with 
heavy incised lines and punctations that resemble Basin Bayou Incised and 
Crystal River Incised. Willey argued that the check-stamped specimen that 
Moore found must be the Santa Rosa-Swift Creek type Gulf Check-Stamped 
because Wakulla Check-Stamped was not found in the midden here, but Gulf 
Check-Stamped was. He did however say that four ceramic series seem to 
be have been represented, in which Santa Rosa-Swift Creek predominated, 
but that it could be misleading as these could not be placed successfully as 
either Early or Late (Willey 1949:266-267 and handwritten notes from 1940 
on file at FMSF). 
 
1959, W. H. Sears 
 Sears never located the mounds at Porter’s Bar or Green Point during 
his visits to the area as part of a National Science Foundation grant (Sears 
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1962), but still based his “Yent and Green Point” complexes on them. After 
Willey’s report on Santa Rosa and Swift Creek ceramic series, Sears 
developed these complexes, which broke down Willey’s model into two 
ceramic and two ceremonial complexes.  
The Yent complex, represented by sites such as Pierce, Yent, and 
Crystal River, were what he described as Deptford or Deptford into early 
Swift Creek in terms of culture. These sites had Santa Rosa-Swift Creek 
ceramics and very few Deptford ceramics. The ceramics were specially made 
or imported. He argued that there was no apparent relationship with the 
west, save for two vessels and sherds that were local copies of Tchefncte 
Stamped, but that there would have been a relationship with the middle to 
late Hopewell of the north (Sears 1950:85).  
The Green Point complex burial mounds had few Hopewellian artifacts 
and were different than Yent complex mounds. This complex was indicative 
of the Early Swift Creek period, represented by ceramics such as Early Swift 
Creek Complicated Stamped and Franklin Plain. These ceramics are what he 
called “everyday, midden, or utilitarian ware,” (Sears 1950:85) leading him 
to propose the sacred-secular dichotomy (Sears 1973). This idea proposed 
that burial mounds would have had more ornate ceramics than middens, and 
that middens were home to functional utilitarian wares only. This idea, and 
problems with it, are discussed in more detail in Chapter Seven. 
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 He said that there are rocker-stamped, clay-tempered ceramics similar 
to Manny Stamped and Troyville Stamped (Sears 1950:85). In reality, there 
are very few of the rocker-stamped Middle Woodland ceramics from the site 
and the region in general, and this ceramic type is more common to the 
west, around Pensacola. In general, the terms “Yent and Green Point 
complexes” are not used anymore because they conflate ceramics of 
different time periods and geographical regions outside the area. 
 
1962, W.C. Lazarus 
Lazarus visited Porter’s Bar in the summer of 1962 and the only notes 
he recorded include a list of artifacts recovered from surface survey (Table 
4.3). The location merely states that the site is located on U.S. 98 near 
Eastpoint, east of Apalachicola (Lazarus 1962). The artifacts listed match in 
type and style to those recovered by both earlier and later researchers, but 
without a map or any other notes it is hard to discern whether Lazarus was 
really collecting from Porter’s Bar mound, the midden, Green Point, or 
another site entirely.   
Table 4.3 Ceramics Recovered by Lazarus, 1962 
Ceramic Type Count 
Wakulla Check-St 5 
Weeden Island Inc 2 
Swift Creek Comp-St, late 2 
Carrabelle Punct                  ? 
Weeden Island Plain 11 
Residual Plain 34 
Total 54 
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1968, Judith Bense 
 In July of 1968, Bense visited Porter’s Bar; however, she 
misinterpreted directions and was not actually referring to Porter’s Bar 
mound, but an area of slight elevation to the northeast of the mound. She 
noted that a small creek ran along the north and west of the site and that 
the surrounding area seemed undisturbed (Bense 1968). What she recorded 
as Porter’s Bar was most likely midden on the east bank of the creek and her 
survey yielded many artifacts (Table 4.4), including ceramic types not 
mentioned by her predecessors, such as Carrabelle Punctate, Tucker Ridge-
Pinched, and Carrabelle Incised. She recorded ceramic types for 155 sherds, 
but her total says 181 as part of accession #560.; without locating these 
there was no way to tell whether these other 26 sherds were just plain body 
sherds or something diagnostic. No artifacts from the BAR could be matched 
with certainty to those collected by Bense. 
  
Table 4.4 Ceramics Recovered by Bense, 1968 
Ceramic Type Count 
Deptford Linear Check St 1 
Swift Creek Comp-St 5 
Santa Rosa St 1 
Carrabelle Punct 2 
Tucker Ridge-Pinched 1 
Carrabelle Inc 1 
Wakulla Check-St 4 
Weeden Island Red  5 
Weeden Island Zoned Red 1 
Franklin Rims 2 
Plain Folded Rims 11 
Cob-marked 1 
Plain Body 120 
Total 155 
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Bense claimed that the area was 400 x 400 yards (366 m square), 
which is roughly the current size of the site. She stated that “on the bank of 
the little spring creek on the west side of the site, the midden drops off 
sharply and is gone” (Bense 1968). From visiting the site, I can confirm that 
Porter’s Bar is actually on the western side of Porter’s Bar Creek, with the 
midden running along the eastern side of the creek and expanding onto the 
beach; however, there is no sharp drop on the eastern side of the creek. The 
area immediately adjacent to the creek on the east was undisturbed while 
the rest of the midden was heavily disturbed by road construction, looting, 
and erosion. She did however say that “a short search for the mound was 
fruitless” (Bense 1968). If she had simply crossed the creek she would have 
been standing on Porter’s Bar mound. Bense also lists photo numbers 560-1, 
560-2, and 560-3, but I have not been able to say with confidence that I 
have matched these numbers to photos in the FMSF log. 560-1 should be 
the beach area; 560-2 should be the interior of the north side of the road 
(U.S. 98); 560-3 should be the drop of the midden ridge by the stream. 
Perhaps these photos would help in further understanding of her physical 
positioning at the site.  
 
1971, Daniel Penton  
 In 1971, Penton visited Porter’s Bar and used the information gathered 
from that visit, along with existing data, to write the NRHP nomination for 
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the site three years later. Like Bense before him, he did not locate Porter’s 
Bar burial mound, evident in that he notes that the creek runs along the 
western edge of the site (Penton 1971a). Unlike his predecessors, he 
included a sketch map (Figure 10) which is helpful in that it showed where 
these previous investigators placed the site, which is along the eastern side 
of Porter’s Bar Creek. Unfortunately, he also placed the mound itself with 
U.S. 98 running through it, but he did portray the extensive shell midden 
accurately. Penton seems to have located the same coastal midden area that 
Bense and others considered Porter’s Bar. He said that the mound seemed 
relatively undisturbed (Penton 1971a), so he either just incorrectly wrote 
western instead of eastern, or he was in fact looking at another area of 
increased elevation that exists to the northeast of Porter’s Bar burial mound. 
I cannot say with certainty that he made a field visit when writing this 
report; he records artifacts recovered two years prior by D.S. Phelps, so 
perhaps he was simply using incorrect existing data from earlier reports, 
which would explain why he was unable to locate the mound.  
He recorded that oyster shell was prominent and areas of the midden 
were intact, however the shell along the beach had been disturbed and 
seemed to be subject to erosion from the bay. This is still true today. The 
midden north of U.S. 98 had been extensively borrowed for road fill, as was 
the fate of many other similar mounds in the area. The artifacts recorded 
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during surface survey (Table 4.5) were split into three separate sections: 
those collected from the midden, the beach, and the intertidal zone.  
Based on the collected artifacts and Willey’s 1949 report, Penton 
believed that two distinct spatial components comprised the site and that 
these represented three separate phases. He recorded the beach area as 
Late Fort Walton and the inland area as Swift Creek and Weeden Island. The 
Fort Walton beach component was strictly midden and the Swift Creek-
Weeden Island inland area had both a village area and a burial mound 
(Penton 1971a).   
 
 
Figure 10. Penton's location for Porter's Bar (red) and Green Point (blue), 
on file with FMSF. 
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Table 4.5 Artifacts Recovered by Phelps, 1969 
Midden Area Beach Area Intertidal Area 
Ceramic Type Count Ceramic Type Count Ceramic Type Count 
Swift Creek Comp St 6 Ft Walton Incised 2 Ft Walton Inc 1 
Crystal River Inc 1 Lamar Rim (grit-t) 1 Lake Jackson Plain 1 
Gulf Check Stamped 1 Wakulla Check St (grit-t) 1 Grit Temp Plain 5 
Misc Check Stamped 2 Grit Temp Plain 3 Sand Temp Plain 1 
Misc Incised 1 Sand Temp Plain 1 Grog Temp Plain 1 
Weeden Island Plain 4         
Misc Plain Sherds 
(Possibly Franklin PL) 30         
Chert Core 1         
Total  46 Total 8 Total 9 
 
 
1974, Daniel Penton 
Penton completed the NRHP nomination form for Porter’s Bar in 1974. 
The proposed lot was 14 acres which were owned by John C. Moore from 
Carrabelle, Florida. He only mentioned one previous survey, a Florida 
Archaeological Survey from 1969, which is perhaps where the Phelps 
artifacts that he summarized in 1971 came from. Penton, like others, 
misread directions to the site and was only referring to the beach component 
when he talks about Porter’s Bar. Again, he placed Porter’s Bar mound on 
the eastern bank of the creek, and said another smaller mound existed on 
the western bank a few meters away that was also excavated by Moore in 
1902, meaning Green Point (Penton 1974a). He described the location of 
Porter’s Bar as “along the banks of a small freshwater creek which empties 
into St. George Sound…and the burial mound associated with this site is 
located approximately 50 meters north of the highway, on the east bank of 
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Porter’s Bar Creek” (Penton 1974a), again putting the mound on the wrong 
side of the creek. He correctly placed the midden area immediately adjacent 
to the north of U.S. 98 and says midden debris was visible from the beach 
and then inland for some 500 meters, which was roughly the same site size 
that Bense claimed.  
Based on recovered artifacts, Penton claimed that the village would 
have been occupied from Early Swift Creek through Weeden Island I (c.a. 
100 B.C. – A.D. 600) and that the area adjacent to the beach contained 
evidence of a Fort Walton occupation. In the statement of significance, 
Penton claimed that Green Point dated roughly to A.D. 100 and Porter’s Bar 
to A.D. 500 - 600 based on temporal differences in mound construction, 
which equated to material culture, mainly ceramics, changing over time. 
While the two mounds were constructed during different times, he said 
occupation of the village was continuous. He advocated for the preservation 
of the site, in that it was “ideally suited for archaeological research geared 
towards relationships between secular and ritualistic behavior” (Penton 
1974a:4) and that large areas seemed suitable for large-scale stratigraphic 
excavation which could further understanding of environmental exploitation 
of the time.  
On January 23rd of 1975, Porter’s Bar (it is viewed as a complex, thus 
included both burial mounds, Porter’s Bar and Green Point) was placed on 
the NRHP.  
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1985, Calvin Jones 
 Jones visited Porter’s Bar in 1985 when John Lovett III from Eastpoint 
discovered human remains washing out of the shoreline and contacted the 
BAR. Two individuals, originally in extended coffin burials, were recovered 
from the site. An 1832 Nova Scotia copper half penny and an 1838 US silver 
half dime were discovered with the individuals, along with metal coffin 
hardware and bone buttons (Jones 1985a) and these coins were used to 
date the burials. Under the burials, a large cache of Poverty Point-type clay 
balls was unearthed, meaning that these historic burials were placed on top 
of Late Archaic features.  
 Jones reported that two individuals were recovered. Burial 1 (B1) was 
male, roughly 19-20 years old, and was 6’+. Burial two (B2) was male, 
roughly 19-23 years old, and was 5’5” – 5’6”. Both crania were incomplete 
and damaged. B1 was almost complete. These historic remains were 
associated with a dock, cabin site, and historic debris (Jones 1985b). Camilia 
Tucker, aged 88, was the oldest person residing in East Point at the time, 
and remembered being told at a young age about sailors who had drowned 
in the bay and had been buried on land nearby in 1887 (Jones 1985a).  
 
1996, Louis Tesar 
 In January of 1996, Tesar visited Porter’s Bar as part of the post-
Hurricane Opal trip to St. George Island and St. Joseph Peninsula. Damage 
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to Porter’s Bar was assessed, and he attempted to locate Green Point 
Mound. Tesar noted that he checked not only on the shell midden and sand 
burial mound, but also on the eroding historic home site and cemetery. 
Lucky for future researchers, Tesar said that all previous reports had the 
location wrong, and corrected it, saying it was on the western bank of the 
creek. Since Penton’s visit to the site two decades earlier, Tesar noted 
multiple changes affecting the integrity of the site, with the worst being 
shoreline erosion, especially as a result of Hurricane Opal. Opal eroded the 
remaining coastal midden landward to the U.S. 98 right-of-way, leaving only 
the pit features, which are more deeply buried, unaffected by erosion.   
Tesar argued for the continued preservation of the burial mound and 
any of the remaining portions of the intact midden, stating that the site was 
of cultural interest because the burial mound was located across the creek 
from the village, which was consistent with the idea that prehistoric peoples 
would have used water as a spirit barrier (Tesar 1996:2-6).  
 
1996, Nancy White 
 The state planned on buying the lot of land that Porter’s Bar mound is 
on for Franklin County, who would then turn it in to a park, preserving the 
mound and adding in walking trails and parking areas (Figure 11). In 
preparation for this, they contacted White at USF, who, along with graduate 
and fieldschool students, performed a cultural resources survey of the 
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proposed area. Four shovel tests were placed, resulting in the recovery of 
artifacts similar to those recovered by previous researchers, as well as many 
shells and other floral and faunal remains. In addition to shovel tests, a 
profile was made from an existing looter’s trench that was cleaned up. Table 
A1 in Appendix A lists the artifacts recovered from this time, as well as 
artifacts in the USF collections from surface collections in 1985, 1993, 2003, 
and a collection donated in 2015. The shovel tests can be seen in addition to 
later shovel tests in Figure 13.  
   
 
Figure 11. Plan for proposed park, including walking trails and two parking 
areas, both of which would be placed over midden. The entire project area is 
within site boundaries (marked in red). Map adapted from one on file at 
FMSF from Tesar’s 1992 visit to site.  
 48 
 
While writing the report in the next year, White was informed that the 
project was stopped because of a lack of funding. The project was 
terminated; however, plans were made for the specific lot to be protected 
from development via an agreement between the private owner/developer 
and the county. 
 
2002, Louis Tesar 
 In 2002, Tesar once again visited Porter’s Bar when Fort Walton 
human remains were said to be eroding from the banks of Porter’s Bar 
Creek. He did not mention what was recovered, or from where, and the 
corresponding report regarding the unmarked burial incident has not been 
located. In the FMSF site form for this visit, which was an inspection in 
response to an 872.05, FS, unmarked burial incident, he noted Deptford, 
Fort Walton, Norwood, Santa Rosa-Swift Creek, Weeden Island I, and 
Weeden Island II as the aboriginal historical contexts. He also notes 
American Territorial 1821-45, American nineteenth century, and American 
twentieth century. The structures or features that he noted were burial 
mound, cemetery/grave, and shell midden. The only materials recovered at 
the time were human bone. The location was recorded as just 10m west of 
the Porter’s Bar Creek Bridge (Tesar 2002), suggesting that the remains 
could instead have been part of Green Point and not Porter’s Bar.  
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2006, Florida Department of Transportation and Florida Department of 
Historical Resources 
 In 2006, a cultural resources assessment of the segment of U.S. 98 in 
front of Porter’s Bar mound was conducted by Phil Causey in preparation for 
road repairs when the road was damaged by Hurricane Dennis. The Florida 
Department of Transportation (FDOT) wanted to install sheet piling, filter 
fabric, and band and shore rip rap. Washed-out pavement was replaced, 
eroded areas were filled in with soil and sod, and permanent repairs were 
proposed that prompted the survey. No subsurface testing was conducted 
(Causey 2006) and the survey concluded that the repairs would help protect 
Porter’s Bar and would have no adverse effect on any cultural resources. 
Gaske, The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), agreed and approved 
of the project (Gaske 2006).  
 
2006, Anya Frashuer 
 Frashuer’s thesis Middle Woodland Mound Distribution and 
Ceremonialism in the Apalachicola Valley, Northwest Florida (2006:41) 
included a brief discussion of Porter’s Bar as part of her survey of Middle 
Woodland mounds in northwest Florida. She primarily used Moore 
(1902b:218-249) and Willey (1949:265-267) as sources. She included 
information from the FMSF, stating that in the 1990s Calvin Jones excavated 
Late Archaic burials eroding out of the midden on the shore and he noted 
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heavy looting. While I have found multiple mentions of these Late Archaic 
exposed burials being excavated, I have been unable to find any matching 
site report or other documents on the FMSF; they were probably the historic 
burials excavated in the 1980s, or the Fort Walton remains that were said to 
be eroding from the banks of Porter’s Bar Creek. She does get the correct 
mound dimensions from Moore’s notes, but mentions that Moore said the 
mound was 400 m back from the beach, when Moore clearly says 250 yds 
(230 m). 
 
2007, Kevin Porter and Louis Tesar 
 In March of 2007, Porter and Tesar visited Porter’s Bar after storm 
wash exposed a coastal well just above high tide’s edge. The walls, made of 
Cypress boards, were held together by square cut nails (Figure 12). Inside 
the well was a black glass bottle fragment. This historic homestead 
component of the site was added as American nineteenth or twentieth 
century to the FMSF. They failed to check on the integrity of Porter’s Bar 
burial mound because new construction had re-routed the road (Porter and 
Tesar 2007).  
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Figure 12. Two nails found in association with the historic well. 
 
2011, Florida Department of Transportation  
 In 2011, FDOT conducted a cultural resources assessment of SR-30 
(U.S. 98) at Porter’s Bar Creek in the interest of performing repairs to the 
bridge built in 1979. Erosion of the shoreline prompted erosion control 
measures along U.S. 98, including right where Porter’s Bar Creek empties 
into St. George Sound. Five shovel tests (shown in red in Figure 13) were 
placed along the right-of-way along the road to prepare for upcoming work 
but contained no cultural materials. Keel (2011), in charge of the survey and 
reporting, noted that nothing of cultural significance was found, and the 
project was approved.  
 
Current Work, 2016 and 2017 
 In March of 2016, with the help of a local collector, I was able to 
relocate the mound at Porter’s Bar. Kelsey Kreiser, Kaitlyn Kingsland, and I 
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checked on the status of the site. There was no recent evidence of looting, 
and the existing looter’s holes looked much the same as they did in the 
photos that White took in 1996, just covered in leaf litter. Modern garbage in 
the form of beer cans and plastic was all faded, suggesting it had been a 
while since anyone had been there. We photographed the site, got 
measurements for the base of the mound and the rough height, and took 
GPS coordinates on the four sides of the mound.  
 
Figure 13. All known shovel tests. White and students’ shovel tests (in 
purple) and mound profile (in blue), as well as survey done for FDOT (in red) 
in their corresponding lot numbers of proposed land to purchase.  
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We followed the creek north and south in an attempt to relocate the 
spring, which White describes as “gushing” out of a recently installed white 
pvc pipe stuck in the creek bank in her field notes. We were unsuccessful 
because of the heavy vegetation cover. We then attempted to follow the 
creek south to the shore; however, part of it runs through private property 
and we did not have the landowner’s permission, and the site was so 
overgrown that without any type of equipment the way was impassable. We 
then walked down Indian Mound Drive, looking out for any surface finds, 
down to the water. We examined the area where the creek empties out into 
the bay. It was low tide, so we stayed closer to the shell midden and walked 
roughly 300 meters east on the shoreline performing a surface survey. 
Nothing was recovered. We stopped by the site again in November of 2016 
while driving through the area and the mound was in the same condition. 
Surface survey of both the mound and beach midden were conducted, but 
again nothing was recovered.  
 I visited the site in August of 2017 with Kelsey Kreiser and Mike 
Lockman (Figures 14-17) after the area received a week of storms. It was 
high tide and barely any shell midden was visible above the waterline. The 
creek was very high and clogged with debris. Erosion revealed a profile 
almost one foot deep of the shell midden on the eastern side of Porter’s Bar 
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Figure 14. Left: Recently exposed midden along the beach, adjacent to 
Porter’s Bar Creek. Right: A vertical foot of exposed midden, oyster shell 
clearly visible, but no sherds.  
 
 
 
Figure 15. Far eastern edge of the village midden along the beach, roughly 
300 m from where the creek meets the bay (seen in center background).  
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Creek. Erosion is taking a toll on the beach component of the site, but the 
mound seems relatively untouched. 
This visit was cut short due to severe thunderstorms, but the crew 
paced the beach component to see how far east the shell midden is being 
spread by erosion and tidal movements. GPS coordinates for the far western 
edge of the beach component, where the creek meets the bay, were taken, 
as well as the far eastern end of the midden. White reports that in the 1990s 
the shell midden extended westward from the creek mouth as well, but now 
seems to have been washed away. Looking from the mound and from 
Porter’s Bar Creek Bridge (Figures 16 and 17), none of the shell midden 
north of the bridge was visible; it is covered in vegetation or inundated. This 
is the area that most collections have come from. The site hasn’t been 
monitored since, and it is important to note that Hurricane Irma could have 
impacted the site in September of 2017. 
 
Figure 16. Looking from the shore towards Porter’s Bar Creek Bridge; no 
midden visible. August 2017. 
 56 
 
 
Figure 17. Standing on Porter’s Bar Creek Bridge, looking north. No linear 
midden visible. June 2016. 
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II. GREEN POINT MOUND 
 
1902, Clarence Bloomfield Moore 
 Moore excavated Green Point Mound after Porter’s Bar Mound. He 
noted that the Mound Near Green Point was a “short distance S.W. from the 
mound previously described” (Moore 1902b:249) and the Mound Near 
Porter’s Bar was the entry immediately before this one in his field journal. In 
his field notes he wrote that Green Point was “2000 feet in a southerly 
direction” (Moore 1902a:159) from Porter’s Bar, or 610 m, in a cultivated 
field on T. J. Branch’s property. Admittedly, his hand-writing is hard to read, 
which could be why the location of this mound had been misinterpreted so 
often. He noted that the family living on the property had collected artifacts 
laid bare by the plough.  
Moore excavated 80 burials from this mound, which had a basal 
diameter of 62 feet, or 19 m. It was only two to three feet in height (0.3-0.6 
m), and his crew needed to dig five feet (1.5 m) below ground level on the 
western side to reach culturally sterile sand. The sand was light in color 
except where darkened by black organic material (Moore 1902b:249). He 
noted shell deposits around the mound as well as scattered shell on the 
surface. In a few instances, oyster shell was associated with burials, but 
since it happened so rarely, he surmised that the local deposits of shell must 
have been incidental (1902a:145-169; 1902b249-274). Again, he took 
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detailed notes and listed all burials and associated artifacts, as well as 
unassociated artifacts, which are discussed in Chapter Five.   
 
1949, Gordon Willey 
 Gordon Willey failed to locate Green Point Mound as well, and this 
must be due to his misinterpretation of Moore’s notes, for he said that Green 
Point is just a short distance east of Porter’s Bar, which Merchant and Miller 
were to reiterate in 1957. Willey did not relocate this mound during his 
survey and thus relied heavily on Moore’s notes.  
 In his handwritten notes that are included on the FMSF with 
information for Porter’s Bar, he records recovered artifacts that that ended 
up with the RSPF (Robert S. Peabody Foundation, now the Robert S. 
Peabody Institute of Archaeology in Andover, MA) and the Heye Foundation 
(now part of the NMAI collections) (Table 4.6). Unlike the artifacts from 
Porter’s Bar, the artifacts that he discussed here included ceramics with 
tetrapodal bases (Moore only mentions one from Porter’s Bar), notched and 
scalloped rims, and fabric-marked wares (Willey 1949:276).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 59 
 
Table 4.6 Artifacts at the Robert S. Peabody Foundation for Archaeology, 
Willey, 1949 
RSPF Number Ceramic Type Count 
38924 SwCr Comp-St, early, vessel 1 
39075 SwCr Comp-St, early, vessel 1 
39147 Crystal River Negative Painted 1 
39187 Busycon cup 1 
39205 WI Plain vessel 1 
39248 SwCr Comp-St, early, vessel 1 
39583 Shell spoon 1 
39584 Shell spoon 2 
39585 Shell spoon 1 
39586 Busycon celt 1 
39587 Busycon celt 1 
39589 Shell spoon 1 
39590** Shell Spoon 1 
39590** Busycon celt 1 
39593 Busycon Saucer 1 
39594 Stone monitor pipe fragment 1 
39595 Shell pendant 1 
39600 Shell drill 1 
39601** Shell spoon 2 
39601** Busycon celt 1 
39604 Shell spoon 3 
39605 Grooved columella pendant 1 
39606 Shell spoon 1 
39608 Shell pendant 1 
39612 Grooved shellpPendant 1 
39613 Busycon columella chisel 1 
39714 Franklin plain vessel 1 
39615 Busycon columella chisel 1 
39618 Shell spoon 2 
39621 Shell spoon 1 
39622 Shell spoon 1 
18/247* SwCr Comp-St, early  3 
Total  39 
18/247* from MAI/Heye Foundation Annex Collection 
**numbers are duplicates with different descriptions 
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1957, W.H. Miller and H.M. Merchant 
 As part of an archaeological site survey for the University of Florida, 
Miller and Merchant visited Green Point in 1957, recording it as a short 
distance from Porter’s Bar, 1.5 miles east of Eastpoint on U.S. 98 where a 
small creek enters the Gulf. They said (Miller and Merchant 1957) that the 
site spread for 200 yards, or 183 m, along the beach, but do not mention in 
which direction; if they meant it spread east, then I believe they were 
referring to the beach component of Porter’s Bar. They noted that the site 
was tidally controlled and that a gradual sloping beach highway cut through 
the site about 150 feet (45 m) from shore. Today, whether low or high tide, 
this amount of land does not exist between the water and U.S. 98 in this 
area. They did not include any kind of map, any references, or note that any 
artifacts were recovered. The location that they list matches up with what 
Penton later said, and they just note that the nature of the site was a white 
sand beach on public property. They say all of this and then end by saying 
that the site was not locatable (Miller and Merchant 1957). 
 
1959 Sears  
 Sears failed to relocate Green Point mound during his expedition to the 
area as part of his National Science Foundation grant (Sears 1962:22); 
however, he did use it as a type site in constructing his “Yent and Green 
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Point transition” idea in burial customs (Sears 1962), which was discussed in 
Chapter Four. 
 
1971, Penton 
 Penton noted that Green Point was located 1.2 miles west of the 
intersection of SR-65 and 0.9 miles east of Eastpoint, which would put the 
mound at the same location as the beach component of Porter’s Bar. He 
placed it on the northern side of U.S. 98 stating that a fire lane cut through 
part of the mound. He also noted that Porter’s Bar Creek ran adjacent to it 
to the east and that the location of the mound could barely be discerned 
because it is only about 1-1.5ft high, or 0.3-0.6 m. Human bone and 
artifacts had been recovered prior to his visit. He noted that this mound was 
just a few meters west of the mound at Porter’s Bar and was probably part 
of the same complex. Penton collected the ceramics listed in Table 4.7 
below. He concluded that it was an Early Swift Creek burial mound, making 
it a little earlier than Porter’s Bar (Penton 1971b).  
 
1992, Tesar 
 Tesar attempted to locate Green Point mound in 1992. Coming across 
a mound on the west side of Porter’s Bar Creek, he originally thought he 
came across Green Point. He then looked for another mound northeast of 
this one across the creek (trying to find Porter’s Bar) and was unsuccessful. 
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He realized that the mound he had found was Porter’s Bar, not Green Point. 
He then looked for Green Point in the area immediately to the west of 
Porter’s Bar and was unsuccessful and noted that there is a problem locating 
it, as Green Point has “variously been reported as being east, west, and 
southwest of the Porter’s Bar mound, which itself is recorded as being 
located on the east side of the Porter’s Bar Creek” (Tesar 1992:2).  
 
Table 4.7 Artifacts Recovered from Green Point, Penton 1971 
Artifact Type Count 
SwCr Comp-St 6 
Cord-marked 1 
Ch-st 2 
Plain 7 
Plain, tetrapodal base 1 
Chert core 1 
Chert chip 1 
Human bone fragments 19 
Total 38 
 
 
2006, Frashuer 
Frashuer’s Middle Woodland Mound Distribution and Ceremonialism in 
the Apalachicola Valley, Northwest Florida includes a summary of Green 
Point. While she did not visit the site, she got her information primarily from 
Moore’s published work, Willey, and the FMSF. She described the mound as 
being situated just east of Porter’s Bar (Frashuer 2006:44), which is 
incorrect. She described the mound as “19 m in diameter and 1 to 2 m high” 
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(Frashuer 2006:44). While the diameter is like that of Moore’s, the height is 
incorrect.  
 
Current Work, 2016 - 2018 
 Much of what I have learned about Green Point I have learned since 
my last trip to visit Porter’s Bar in 2017. On a second trip in late 2016 the 
shoreline directly west of where Porter’s Bar Creek meets the bay was 
searched, but no mound was located, despite that being the location in 
many sources. There is an area of slight elevation there, but no evidence of 
any related midden or exposed artifacts, and the heavy undergrowth makes 
it hard to determine if it was a mound or not since it is only supposed to be 
one foot high.  
 I have since studied aerial maps of the area, as well as a LiDAR-based 
images that were prepared by Jeff Du Vernay (see Figures 2 and 3 in 
Chapter One) for this project. While I felt that I had a better understanding 
of where the site may be located (see Chapter Seven), I could not say with 
certainty, and further ground truthing was needed. 
 In February of 2018, White led a USF team using the LiDAR imagery 
shown in Figures 2 and 3 to conduct reconnaissance around a wide area to 
the southwest of Porter’s Bar mound to see if Green Point mound could be 
found. They looked especially carefully where a slight elevation was 
indicated just north of U.S. 98 and west of Indian Mound Drive. They 
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checked areas in the bushes, forested portions, and exposed dirt road, but 
found absolutely no cultural materials indicating a mound or surrounding 
village area might have been there.  
The best estimate at this time is that Green Point mound has been 
bulldozed away, most likely during the construction of U.S. 98. Portions of it 
may have even remained on the bay shore south of U.S. 98 until the rapid 
erosion in the last few decades. Since its precise location was never really 
known, any materials purporting to have been collected from Green Point 
mound must be suspect, except for what Moore recorded over a century 
ago. The rest of this thesis describes what we do know from both Green 
Point and Porter’s Bar.  
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CHAPTER FIVE:  
DATA AND DISCUSSION: C. B. MOORE’S WORK 
  
The following sections describe and discuss the artifacts and burials 
that C. B. Moore excavated at both Porter’s Bar and Green Point mounds. All 
information has been obtained through his unpublished field notes (Moore 
1902a), his published reports (Moore 1902b), and from a visit to the NMAI 
by the author to study the materials in that collection. While over 140 burials 
were excavated by Moore between the two mounds, he does not mention 
what became of these and they are lost as a source of further information. 
The BAR does have human remains in their collections from both sites, 
although the proveniences of those from Green Point are questionable, and 
those could provide a variety of information on prehistoric peoples by a 
future researcher.    
 
Ceramics from Porter’s Bar 
 While Moore did not assign any ceramic types to the pots that he 
recovered, he did describe and illustrate them, noting whether they were 
check- or complicated-stamped, incised, painted, or punctated, among other 
physical characteristics. Moore was interested in whole vessels, many of 
which ended up in the NMAI where I was able to study said vessels hands-on 
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during a trip to Washington, D.C. Moore rarely noted individual sherds, and 
only then when he deemed them unique in some way. As for the quality of 
the ceramics, Moore described some as “inferior” (Moore 1902b”241), with 
poor decoration when it occurred, but predominantly undecorated. 
Decorated ceramics included complicated-stamp that was irregularly applied 
to a narrow band around, or slightly below, the neck, which fits the type 
Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped, late variety. He said that this type of 
decoration calls for less originality and skill than incised decoration 
techniques. 
Porter’s Bar mound yielded 93 vessels according to Moore’s field 
notes; however, there is no number 19 or 51 listed, so only 91 vessels were 
recovered. In his published report, Moore (1902b:259) said that “including 
with whole vessels those which were broken but had full complement of 
parts, and others from which but small parts were missing, 90 vessels came 
from this mound.” Despite this discrepancy, I used the vessel number 
originally given by Moore (1902a) to avoid any confusion. In his field notes, 
Moore wrote “desc” next to a pot that he wanted to describe when he 
published the report later. Regarding the vessels’ locations within the 
mound, Moore notes that the majority of vessels were found in the eastern 
portion of the mound, within the first 15 feet of the slope, while others were 
found in the southwestern margin immediately upon digging into the mound. 
There was a second deposit of vessels in the eastern margin, found without 
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any associated sherds. There was no central deposit of ceramics, which was 
the case at many other locations (Moore 1902b:242).  
In the report, Moore (1902b:242) said, “we shall now describe the 
most noteworthy of the vessels. Unless otherwise stated, the usual basal 
perforation is present, all without it being included in our list.” In addition to 
the published list, I included vessels that Moore noted that he wanted to 
describe in his field notes, as well as a few others that seemed noteworthy, 
in the list that follows below.   
- Vessel 4 has vertical lines all around it and was smashed by a spade upon 
removal. 
  
- Vessel 9 (Figure 18) was a bowl, painted red inside and out, with an 
incised and punctated “bird” design. This small bowl is only 10 cm tall. It 
is classified as Weeden Island Incised.  
 
- Vessel 10 was a “toy vessel with globular body and flaring quadrilateral 
neck” (Moore 1902b:243).  
 
- Vessel 11 (Figure 19) was eccentric in shape (Moore 1902b:243). This jar 
has very little decoration, save for a horizontal incised line around the 
neck, and three vertical incised lines.  
 
- Vessel 15 was an undecorated, imperforate cup (Moore 1902a:149). 
 
- Vessel 18 (Figure 20) Weeden Island Incised, with a “hemispherical body 
and slightly flaring neck, around which is an incised and punctate 
decoration in which the punctate markings have been accidentally 
omitted from the rectangular space in the right upper portion” (Moore 
1902b:243). Holes on the rim for suspension.  
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Figure 18. Design on small, red-painted vessel (NMAI#173409). Photo 
courtesy of Nancy White.  
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Figure 19. Side (top) and front (bottom) view of uniquely-shaped pot 
(NMAI#174060). 
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Figure 20. Vessel#18 from Moore’s excavations (NMAI#173597). The 
incisions are heavy lines and the punctations deep. Moore believed part of 
the design was forgotten.  
- Vessel 21 (Figure 21) was a “curious wedge-shaped vessel, a form new to 
our mound work. Decoration, incised, is practically the same on either 
side” (Moore 1902b:243). This unique Weeden Island Incised vessel has a 
flattened sub-cylindrical or conical form with an oval cross-section, and a 
simple design of incised lines and rectangles. The incisions seem as 
though they were made free-hand, as they don’t have the even, steady 
lines present in other vessels. There are two perforations near the rim for 
hanging, and the bottom is blackened possibly from exposure to fire or 
fire-clouding during manufacture.  
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Figure 21. Cone-shaped vessel with perforations for hanging 
(NMAI#174061) 
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- Vessel 22 was a small vessel with complicated stamping around the neck 
(Moore 1902a:149).  
 
- Vessel 29 was a “little bowl of inferior ware, having below the rim a band 
about 1.5 inches in breadth, made up of series of rudely incised, 
perpendicular lines, of diagonal lines and of horizontal lines” (Moore 
1902b:243). It is probably of the type Carrabelle Incised.  
 
- Vessel 30 (Figure 22) was “undecorated, save for a single encircling 
incised line a short distance below the rim, consists of an upper part 
somewhat elliptical in horizontal section, placed upon a flattened sphere” 
(Moore 1902b:243); by definition this is Weeden Island Plain.  
 
- Vessel 33 was a “handsome trilaterial vessel, unfortunately found broken 
into many pieces, probably represents some quadruped in incised and 
punctate decoration as conventionalized fore-legs and hind-legs are 
clearly shown. An animal head is probably missing from the rim in the 
front” (Moore 1902b:243-244).  
 
- Vessel 35 was “a bowl of about ½ pint capacity, with incised decoration 
on one part only” (Moore 1902b:244). 
 
 
Figure 22. Vessel #30 (NMAI#174527). 
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- Vessel 36 was a compartment vessel, broken into pieces found 
throughout the mound (Moore 1902b:244). 
 
- Vessel 60 was an undecorated, imperforate pot (Moore 1902a:152).  
 
- Vessel 61 was “a water bottle with a most interesting design representing 
some highly conventionalized form. In addition to ‘killing’ the base, a 
small hole knocked from the side, involving the decoration to a very 
limited extent” (Moore 1902b:244). 
 
- Vessel 63 was undecorated (Moore 1902a:152) and had a piece that had 
been knocked from the bottom that was found lying within it, “as was the 
case with another vessel in this mound” (Moore 1902b:246).  
 
- Vessel 66 (Figures 23-25) was a Weeden Island Incised “bowl of about 1-
pint capacity, of red ware, with a handle in the form of a rather rude owl-
head looking inward, which, with the exception of crimson paint, inside 
and out, is the only decoration (Moore 1902b:246). The underside of this 
bowl is beautifully incised and punctated despite what Moore says.  
 
 
Figure 23. Vessel #66 (NMAI#174057). Red-painted bowl with animal 
effigy head.  
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Figure 24. Owl head on the rim of red-painted bowl (NMAI#174057). 
 
 
 
Figure 25. Underside of vessel #66 (NMAI#174057). 
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- Vessel 69 was “an imperforate pot with a rough complicated stamp 
around the neck” (Moore 1902b:246). 
  
- Vessel 71 was “a graceful, undecorated vessel, ovoid in shaped, with 
holes below the rim for suspension” (Moore 1902b:246).  
 
- Vessel 74 was a “shallow bowl 5 inches in diameter, to which a part, 
missing, when found, has been added. There has been incised and 
punctate decoration over the base, part of which is wanting. A 
conventionalized animal paw, however, still remains. The head of an 
aboriginal dog is represented as looking inward from the rim. Cabeca de 
Vaca and the chroniclers of De Soto refer to aboriginal dogs in Florida. 
Skeletons from the mounds show these dogs to have resembled collies, 
with somewhat broader jaws” (Moore 1902b:246-247). 
 
- Vessel 75 (Figures 26 and 27) had some kind “life-form from which the 
head and part of the tail unfortunately are missing” and the “decoration, 
similar on either side, represents fur and conventionalized fore-legs and 
hind-legs. Judging from the flat tail, possibly the representation of a 
beaver is intended” (Moore 1902b:247). In his field notes, Moore 
describes this as a “fish vessel” (Moore 1902a:154). The rocker-stamping 
indicates it is classified within the type Alligator Bayou Stamped.  
 
Figure 26. Animal effigy bowl with a large, flat tail (NMAI#174059). 
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Figure 27. Hole where the head should be on this rocker-stamped, animal 
effigy bowl (NMAI#174059). 
 
- Vessel 78 was “a little bowl, lenticular in shape, of less than one pint 
capacity, imperforate, lay with a burial. The decoration consists of two 
incised designs. With this vessel was the astragalus of a deer. Such 
knuckle-bones were used in games” (Moore 1902b:247).  
 
- Vessel 82 was “somewhat globular in shape, of about 1-gallon capacity, 
having a complicated stamp decoration around the upper part” (Moore 
1902b:247). In his field notes, Moore notes that this vessel was one of 
six found together “about 12 feet from center” of the mound (Moore 
1902a:156).   
 
- Vessel 87 (Figure 28) was “imperforate, of red ware, of somewhat less 
than one-half pint capacity. From the center of the base a small knob 
protrudes. There are holes for suspension” (Moore 1902b:247-248). 
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Figure 28. Above: Small redware vessel with perforations for suspension 
(NMAI#174062). Below: node or knob on the base of same vessel. 
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- Vessel 88 (Figure 29) was a “small vessel intact as to the base, with 
perforations for suspension” (Moore 1902b:248). This tiny vessel is only 
40 mm tall and was originally red-painted and now has a significant black 
spot on the base where it was exposed to flame. It is undecorated.  
 
 
Figure 29. Tiny, red-painted Vessel #88 (NMAI#174063). Note holes for 
suspension.  
 
- Vessel 89 (Figures 30 and 31) was a “vessel of about 1-pint capacity, 
elliptical in longitudinal section, the major sides incurving toward the 
margin. Holes on the same side for purpose of an attachment. The only 
attempt at decoration is on the side shown. The part to the left is very 
suggestive of an effort to portray a quadruped whose fore-legs are in line 
and also the hind-legs. The head and tail are shown. The figure to the 
right may represent a bird (Moore 1902b:248). This vessel was found 
near the center of the mound on the base (Moore 1902a:156). This small 
vessel is only 10 cm tall and both perforations are on the same side.  
 79 
 
 
 
Figure 30. Vessel #89 from the front and above(NMAI#174999).   
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Figure 31. Closeup of “bird” design on vessel #89 (NMAI#174999). 
 
- Vessel 90 was a “compartment vessel consisting of a long division with a 
smaller one on either side. A part broken from one end has been filled in” 
(Moore 1902b:249). 
  
Of other ceramics, Moore noted that “check-stamp was present in the 
mound but once and, as it lay among the shell, it was probably introduced 
with it” (Moore 1902b:255). This is interesting to note because it indicates 
the likelihood of the site’s inhabitants to use midden shell in the construction 
of the mound, and not fresh shell from some other event, such as a feast. 
The lack of check-stamped ceramics suggests a Middle Woodland 
assemblage, which would be dominated by Swift Creek Complicated-
Stamped and early Weeden Island ceramics instead. Moore illustrated three 
complicated-stamped sherds recovered from the mound. He also noted that 
there were “certain pieces of an effigy-bottle representing the human form, 
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with the head unfortunately absent…arms and hands are in relief. Each 
finger distinctly shown.” (Moore 1902b:255).  
Below I present other whole vessels (Figures 32-41) Moore excavated 
that I could not match to an existing vessel number with confidence.  
 
Figure 32. Small, plain vessel with holes for suspension (NMAI#173408). 
Could correspond to vessel #71. 
  
Figure 33. A small, trilateral or triangular Weeden Island Incised vessel 
(NMAI#173595).  
 82 
 
 
Figure 34. Triangular vessel from the side. 
 
 
Figure 35. A Weeden Island Incised vessel with in intricate design 
(NMAI#173596).  
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Figure 36. A tiny Weeden Island Incised vessel with 2 perforations around 
the neck for suspension (NMAI#174526), shown in top and side view.  
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Figure 37. Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped bowl with red paint and black 
firing clouds or fire damage (NMAI#174528). Possibly vessel #22. 
 
 
Figure 38. Vessel with a flaring quadrilateral neck and no decoration. 
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Figure 39. The square rim from above. Likely corresponds to vessel #10. 
 
 
Figure 40. Crescent-shaped bowl with black paint and incisions 
(NMAI#174996). 
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Figure 41. Above: Small, undecorated bowl with a flat tabular handle from 
side (NMAI#173407). Below: same vessel from above. 
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Ceramics from Green Point 
 A total of 40 vessels were recovered from Green Point mound, “nearly 
all of which were in pieces or fell apart upon removal” (Moore 1902a:159). 
No ceramic type names were assigned by Moore at the time they were 
discovered because the typology was not developed until Willey (1949). 
These ceramics are noticeably different from those that Moore’s notes and 
illustrations saw were recovered at Porter’s Bar. While check-stamped was 
almost lacking from Porter’s Bar mound, it was abundant in this mound, as 
were tetrapodal vessels, and Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped sherds of 
both early and late varieties (Willey 1949). Tetrapodal vessels were a 
primary Early Woodland form. Scalloped rims, which are considered an 
earlier Woodland attribute, were more common here than at Porter’s Bar 
mound. The ceramic evidence suggests that Green Point mound was at least 
begun during Early Woodland times, by comparison with Porter’s Bar mound, 
which seems to be all Middle Woodland in age.  
As with the other mound, I include here the vessel descriptions from 
Moore’s published report, as well as any others that I found interesting or 
those from his field notes that he said he planned to describe. As with the 
previous mound, all the vessels were killed unless otherwise noted.  
 Of the ceramics recovered, it should be noted that incised decoration 
occurred only three times, on two sherds and a vessel, which differs 
markedly from the amount of incised ceramics recovered from Porter’s Bar. 
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Moore also noted that “contrary to our usual experience, a general deposit of 
vessels was found on the western side of this mound and another large 
deposit farther in on the same side, while no other vessels were met with, 
except immediately with the dead, and these were well in toward the center” 
(Moore 1902b:253).  
 He said that “the earthenware of this mound, on an average, was 
distinctly inferior to any we had met with so far on the coast. The vessels, 
when decorated, bore, as a rule, the complicated stamp, often faintly and 
irregularly impressed.”  He seems to be very fond of describing ceramics as 
“rude” and “inferior” but does not say inferior to what. He did publish 
illustrations of four sherds that “were more clearly stamped than the 
average and with designs new to us” (Moore 1902b:253), one of which looks 
like it had a flower-patterned stamp. Again, the vessels are presented in a 
list below.   
- Vessel 1 (Figures 42 and 43) was a “globular bowl with faint complicated-
stamp and notches on the rim, small and near together, presenting 
almost a serrated appearance” (Moore 1902b:255).  
 
- Vessel 2 was a “pot with a scalloped rim, 4 rudimentary feet. Basal 
perforation made carefully to 1 side of the feet, a practice to which the 
aborigines were not given, as a rule, in this mound, as a number of bases 
with feet upon them, which had been knocked from vessels, were found 
scattered throughout the mound” (Moore 1902b:255). 
 
- Vessel 3 was a vessel of “undecorated, eccentric form. Lowest part is 
almost cylindrical but expands somewhat from the base which is flat. The 
upper part has been hemispherical, probably. Part of it is missing” (Moore 
1902b:255).  
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- Vessel 4 was “an oval jar of about 3 gallons capacity, with scalloped rim 
and zig-zag complicated-stamp” (Moore 1902b:255).  
 
Figure 42. Vessel #1 from Green Point Mound (NMAI#47157).  
 
Figure 43. Closeup of notched rim from vessel #1.  
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- Vessel 5 was a “pot of about 5-gallon capacity, with scalloped rim and 
complicated-stamp decoration. Fell to bits upon removal. With it was a 
knuckle-bone of a deer. Similar bone lay with another vessel in this 
mound” (Moore 1902b:255).   
 
- Vessel 6 was a “large vessel found in pieces. Decoration was seemingly 
the impression of basket work” (Moore 1902b:255). 
 
- Vessel 7 was “small, imperforate, undecorated, with a flaring rim and four 
rudimentary feet” (Moore 1902b:255).  
 
- Vessel 9 (Figure 44) “consists of undecorated cylinder supporting a much-
flattened sphere, from which is a flaring neck with scalloped margin. This 
decoration, incised and painted, consists of 2 smaller designs (Moore 
1902b”254-255). This painted vessel seems to have a face incised on the 
globular upper portion and is slightly similar in design and decoration to 
many found at Pierce Mounds.  
 
Figure 44. Red-painted, incised vessel #9 (NMAI#174534). Photo courtesy 
of Nancy White. 
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- Vessel 10 (Figure 45) was a “vase of inferior ware, about 1-quart 
capacity, with ovoid body, flaring neck, scalloped rim, undecorated 
(Moore 1902b:255).   
 
- Vessel 12 (Figure 46) was a “frail vessel. 1-pint capacity. Elliptical in 
horizontal section, with rim slightly flaring, having on one side an 
impression resembling the foot of a bird. On opposite side the circular 
portion of the foot is given without the claws (Moore 1902b:256). This 
vessel had very thin walls of a deep brown, unlike many other vessels 
from the mound, and weighed almost nothing.  
 
 
Figure 45. Vessel 10, an undecorated vase with a scalloped rim 
(NMAI#174066).  
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Figure 46. Vessel #12 with the excised possible footprint of a bird 
(NMAI#174988), from above (top) and the side (below).  
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Burials and Associated Grave Goods from Porter’s Bar 
 While Moore excavated 68 burials from Porter’s Bar mound, he did not 
mention what became of these remains, and they are lost as a source of 
possible information and for eventual repatriation. Moore said that human 
remains were found all throughout the mound, which was unlike their 
experiences at other mounds in the area, but most were concentrated on or 
near the shell base of the mound. Still, other remains were found both 
above and below the shell layer (Moore 1902b:238-239).  
The majority of the burials were primary burials, including semi-flexed, 
closely-flexed, and flexed. Secondary burials were represented by bundle, 
and lone skull deposits. There is one instance of calcined bones from this 
mound, which is especially noteworthy as it is only one of three Middle 
Woodland instances of cremains. The other two are at Michaux Log Landing 
(8Li6) and Jackson Mound (8Fr15) (Frashuer 2006:102). These calcined 
bones, to Moore, “resembled the deposits of cremated bones in Georgia 
where many fragments, all calcined, lie together”; he noted Cabeza de 
Vaca’s comment that it was customary of the Indians to bury their dead 
unless the dead were physicians, whom they would burn. 
All of the burials, their location within the mound, and any associated 
grave goods are listed in Table B1 in Appendix B. Below, I discuss some of 
the more unusual burials, or those that were associated with ceramics and 
other grave goods. The preservation of remains was generally very poor, 
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and no complete skulls were preserved as they were crushed by sand over 
time. Cranial compression, or flattening, was noted in only one case, and 
then only slightly based on cranial fragments (Moore 1902b:239). This is 
also very important to note because it is only one of two cases for Middle 
Woodland cranial compression in the area, with the other case from Indian 
Pass Point (Frashuer 2006:101).  
 Sand that had been colored red from hematite was found in 
association with multiple burials in the mound, including Burial 27, which 
was a poorly preserved skull and bones (Moore 1902b:239).    
   
Burials and Associated Grave Goods from Green Point 
Moore excavated 80 burials from Green Point mound (see Table C1 in 
Appendix C); they were closely-flexed, semi-flexed, flexed, lone skulls, 
bundles, and scattered bones. Preservation again was poor, and skull 
fragments did not indicate any cranial flattening. The burials were found in 
all parts of the mound but were most prevalent in the central portions 
(Moore 1902b:249-250). Burial type and count for Porter’s Bar mound 
compared with Green Point mound can be found in Table 5.1.  
In various parts of the mound burials were found with single 
earthenware vessels (Moore 1902b:251). Under a skeleton in the western 
part of the mound a deposit of 13 vessels was found. East of the center of 
the mound, near human remains, was another deposit of three vessels 
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(Moore 1902b:251). An unspecified number of burials had shell drinking 
cups that had been “killed” like the whole vessels, and “some of these cups 
were carefully wrought, the whole back of the shell being ground away, 
giving the shell a graceful and cuplike appearance (Moore 1902b:251). 
  
Table 5.1 Burial Type and Count 
      
 
Porter's Bar Green Point
Type of Burial N* N*
Bundle** 5 2
Child Skull 2 2
Child Skull & Bones 2
Child Bones, No Skull 1
Adult with Child 2
Adult Skull & Bones of Infant 1
Closely-Flexed, on L 1 6
Closely-Flexed, on R 5 11
Closely-Flexed, on Back 1
Semi-Flexed, on L 1
Semi-Flexed, do direction given 6 2
Flexed, on L 1 9
Flexed, on R 16
Flexed, no direction given 7 1
Lone Skull 18 12
Skull and Fragments 5 1
Multiple Skulls 1
Multiple Skulls and Bones 1 1
Squatting Skeleton 1
Scattered Bones 8 1
Fragments*** 4 3
Shallow Grave 2
Teeth Only 2
No data provided 1 6
Total 70 81
**Moore called these "bunch" burials
***Includes what Moore called only "decayed" as well as fragments
*Does not match the burial count that Moore provided; sometimes more 
than one individual in a single excavated grave. 
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With another unspecified burial, there were two rounded ends of celts, 
“which had no doubt been put in substitutionally, a part for the whole, a 
most economical method and one widely practiced by the aborigines, as we 
have seen” (Moore 1902b:251). With this burial were also broken 
lanceheads and projectile points. Three celts were found with various other 
unspecified burials, two of which had very poorly chipped cutting edges. A 
deposit of 44 waterworn pebbles, perhaps slingstones, were found with a 
burial as well (Moore 1902b:251). 
Between two other unspecified burials was a large deposit of artifacts. 
These included: two shell discs 3.5 inches in diameter, sandstone hones, 
chert fragments, a barbed projectile point, a small triangular piece of 
sandstone for piercing, two rectangular pieces of fossilized wood, multiple 
columellae of large marine univalves, a small mammal bone, shell 
fragments, unfinished shell gouges and partially-worked shell that could be 
beads in block, decayed mussel shells, sandstone fragments, and a small 
marine shell (Moore 1902b:251). 
Another deposit associated with unspecified burials included many bits 
of stone and shell, a 10 cm-long shell ornament of shell with two grooved 
ends for suspension, a small shell gouge, a 14 cm-long pendant made from 
a marine columella, and a diamond-shaped section of a large univalve whorl 
(Moore 1902b:252).  
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There was also one other very large mortuary deposit associated with 
unspecified burials. This deposit included bits of shell, three bits of 
sandstone, a small mass of hardened clay, a fragment of a celt, three 
sections of columella which could be beads in block, a rectangular rock 7 
inches in length, a chipped pebble, two underjaw fragments of small 
rodents, a large columella worked to a point, a large unworked columella, 
bits of volcanic rock, a shell pendant of “demijohn form,” a triangular 
clamshell pendant that is grooved on one end for suspension, five triangular 
gouges with rounded lower corners made from body whorls, and 43 similar 
implements with unworked sides and unground edges (Figure 47). Of these 
last objects, Moore said that they show “the aboriginal mind to be fully alive 
to the fact that the departed would have ample leisure in the life to come” 
and would be able to finish working these items (Moore 1902b:252).  
 
 
Figure 47. Three shell pendants and one shell scoop from Green Point 
mound (NMAI#171354-171357). Photos courtesy of Nancy White 
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Unassociated Artifacts from Porter’s Bar 
 Moore listed artifacts that were recovered but did not seem to be 
associated with a burial. They are listed below in Table 5.2. One of the most 
unusual artifacts of these was a kaolin “baton” (Figure 48). Cracked into 
multiple pieces by palmetto roots, this object of impure kaolin is 279 mm 
long. It is almost cylindrical with rounded ends. These ends have middle 
diameters of 64 mm and 76 mm. The object has been smoothed and “in 
places, shows traces of decoration in low relief” (Moore 1902b:241) that is 
similar to one Moore found at Mound B, Warrior river.  
 
Unassociated Artifacts from Green Point 
 Most artifacts from this mound could be associated with a burial or a 
group of burials as many were found in large caches together. Those that 
could not be associated with a specific burial include hammerstones, hones, 
pebble hammers, a smoking pipe, and smoothing stones. The smoking pipe 
is described as an earthenware monitor pipe that was found in caved sand, 
which would have once been associated with a burial (Figure 49). 
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Table 5.2 Unassociated Artifacts from Porter’s Bar Mound, Moore 1902 
Artifact Type N Location Notes 
Bitumen 1     
Celts 3     
Chert points       
Chert flake 1   Probably a knife 
Chert lanceheads       
Jaw of deer, lower 2 
In area of caved 
sand 
base cut away to leave a 
flat surface, possibly for 
insertion into a wooden 
mask; Figure 179 in Brose 
and White 1999:243 
Jaws of rodents 3 
In area of caved 
sand 
Probably at one point 
associated with a burial  
Galena 1   
Lump of considerable size, 
apparently having seen 
service as a hammer 
Hammerstones       
Hones       
Kaolin object 1   
Broken, decoration in low 
relief 
Mica       
Pebble hammers       
Plumbago       
Quartzite points       
Quartzite lanceheads       
Sheet copper 
ornament 1 
In area of caved 
sand   
Shell drinking cups       
Shell implements     Badly decayed 
Smoothing stones       
Stone pendant     Probably of igneous rock 
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Figure 48. Kaolin baton (NMAI#171797). Photo courtesy of Nancy White. 
 
 
 
Figure 49. Monitor pipe from Green Point mound (NMAI#172250). Photo 
courtesy of Nancy White. 
 
 101 
 
 
 
CHAPTER SIX:  
DATA AND DISCUSSION OF ALL OTHER MATERIALS 
 
While the following is a discussion of data from the mounds and 
midden (see Table D1 in Appendix D for a list of all artifacts from the BAR), 
it is important to remember that the prehistoric interaction networks of the 
Early and Middle Woodland were not unidirectional – there were goods 
moving from the Gulf Coast to other places as well. This is evident in the 
whelk shells that have shown up at sites in places such as Ohio Hopewell 
mounds (White 2012:12). 
The Middle Woodland in the Apalachicola/Lower Chattahoochee Valley 
is represented currently by over 40 burial mounds and 150 habitation sites 
that last as late as roughly A.D. 650 (White 2012:1). Understanding how 
these sites differ and relate helps researchers understand the complex 
history of this region. Below I discuss the data that I have collected for both 
Porter’s Bar and Green Point. Understanding these two mounds as they 
relate to each other, as well as how they relate to the other 
contemporaneous mounds in the region, is necessary in an attempt at 
piecing together the history of the people who built them. This cannot be 
attempted until the materials have at least been described and tabulated. As 
Woodland sites were re-used by later Mississippi-period Fort Walton groups, 
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having material culture that was different from that which came before it, 
there may have been a maintenance of identities since Middle Woodland 
times and traditions (White 2012:1).   
 
Late Archaic Ceramics 
To date, a single piece of fiber-tempered pottery has been recovered 
from Porter’s Bar (Figure 50). Located in the collections of the BAR in 
Tallahassee, this single sherd is tan in color and was tempered with Spanish 
moss (Tillandsia usneoides). Most sherds of this period are a dull tan, but 
variations from orange to black exist, depending on the oxidizing conditions 
within the pit kiln (White 2003:79). Other sites have been recorded as Late 
Archaic from merely one piece of fiber-tempered ceramic. In keeping with 
the existing model, this one piece means there is a Late Archaic component 
to the site. I have not located this sherd in any existing site reports in the 
FMSF, so it is unclear whether this sherd came from midden deposits along 
the beach, along the creek, or closer to/on the mound. 
One major issue affecting understanding of fiber-tempered ceramics 
has been the naming system(s) employed by archaeologists over the 
decades. This early plain and thick pottery was initially called St. Simons 
Plain or Orange ware in northwest Florida (Bullen 1958, Willey 1949). In 
1965 Phelps introduced the idea of “Norwood,” of which there were two 
types, plain and simple-stamped. This ceramic phase was “temporally 
equivalent to the Orange, Stallings, and Wheeler Phases” (Phelps 1966:11).  
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Figure 50. Above: Late Archaic fiber-tempered sherd. Below: Poverty-Point-
type clay balls from Porter’s Bar shell midden area (BAR#06A.170 and 
92.520). 
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Phelps, excavating at the Tucker Site (8Fr4), about 50 km, east-
northeast of Porter’s Bar, said that, “the Norwood Phase is proposed for the 
region of north central Florida, preceding the Deptford Phase, and 
encompassing the introduction and duration of the typical fiber tempered 
ceramics in this region” (Phelps 1966:11). The Norwood types were later 
redefined by Bullen (1972:19) according to stratigraphic occurrence above 
Orange period deposits; Norwood then became a phase while Orange was 
forgotten. All fiber-tempered sherds in northwest Florida then were referred 
to as Norwood.  
Shannon (1986) argued that the concept of Norwood needed to be 
reexamined because it was indistinguishable from other fiber-tempered 
ceramics in the South. White (2003) studied this pottery intensively, 
determined it was similar to and probably contemporaneous with fiber-
tempered ceramics elsewhere in the South, and thought that the region 
should not automatically be considered a backwater area that received 
cultural influences later than any other region. She recommended throwing 
out the term “Norwood”, and it is not used in this thesis. Table 6.1 lists all 
ceramic series by period used in this thesis; ceramics are as reported by the 
initial recorder.  
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Table 6.1. Ceramic Series by Period in the Research Region 
Period Ceramic Series Diagnostic Ceramics 
Early Woodland Deptford Deptford Bold Check-St, Deptford 
Fabric-Marked, Deptford Linear 
Check-St, Deptford Simple-St, Gulf 
Check-St, Tetrapodal bases, Swift 
Creek Complicated-Stamped, early 
variety 
Middle Woodland Swift Creek & Early 
Weeden Island 
(Weeden Island I) 
Alligator Bayou St, Basin Bayou Inc, 
Crystal River Inc, Crystal River 
Zoned Red, Franklin Plain, Santa 
Rosa St, Santa Rosa Punct 
  
 
Crooked River Comp-St, St Andrews 
Comp-St, SwCr Comp-St (early and 
late varieties) 
  
 
Tucker Ridge-Pinched, WI Inc, WI 
Punct, WI Plain, WI Zoned Red, WI 
Red 
Late Woodland Late Weeden Island 
(Weeden Island II) 
Carrabelle Punct, Carrabelle Inc, 
Keith Incised, Wakulla Check-St 
Mississippi Fort Walton Cob-Marked, Cool Branch Incised, 
Fort Walton Inc, Fort Walton ticked 
rims, Lake Jackson Inc, Lake 
Jackson Plain, Lamar, Pensacola 
Plain, Safety Harbor Incised 
 
The two historic burials that Jones uncovered in 1988 (discussed later 
in this chapter) were found to be deposited on top of a cache of 90 clay balls 
(see Figure 50) that date to the Late Archaic as well. These Poverty Point 
Objects, or PPOs (Gibson 2000), are not very fancy and most just look like 
slightly pink fire-cracked rock. The sizes are all somewhat similar, while the 
shapes are melon-like or just irregular blobs. Some appear to have small 
fingerprints on them. While they do not support the Middle Woodland date of 
Porter’s Bar mound and midden, they are discussed in detail here because 
they have never been described and are an important find.  
 106 
 
This brings into question the debate over the function of these clay 
balls. Some researchers suggest that they were used as a means of dry-
roasting foods (Hunter 1975; Small 1966). It has been determined that the 
different shapes of these PPOs have different thermal properties, which may 
have meant that they had different functions (McGee 1995). The buff to 
reddish color of PPOs supports the idea that they were used for cooking in 
that the color would come from being fired repeatedly in oxidizing conditions 
(Hays et al. 2016:2), and they are typically found in areas lacking suitable 
gravel for hot-rock cooking (Webb 1982). Using experimental archaeology, 
Gibson (1973:130) suggested that roughly 40 PPOs were needed in order to 
generate enough heat to roast food and that different shapes had different 
heating qualities (Gibson 2000:114-116). This idea is challenged by some 
who think that “the wide variety of shapes appear to have no impact on 
performance” (Pierce 1998:178). Some others suggest that they were used 
for boiling foods (McGee 1995; Wheeler and McGee 1994). And still others 
suggest that these were children’s toys in addition to having domestic 
function (White 2003:77) or that they were tokens for communication 
between regions (Hyde and Folan 1980). Others have proposed other non-
food related functions, such as serving as fishing net and atlatl weights 
(South 2002). Hays, Weinstein, and Stoltman conducted thin-section 
analysis on a sample of two of six PPOs from northwest Florida that are 
primarily grooved spheroids, ellipsoids with pointed ends, and amorphous 
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specimens. They found that the two specimens were made locally according 
to the sand-size indices greater than 1.50” and having over 28% sand (Hays 
et al. 2016:9).     
 
Early Woodland Ceramics 
Deptford 
 Deptford is a broad term given to a diverse group of Early Woodland 
ceramic types, including Deptford Linear Check-Stamped, Simple-Stamped, 
and Bold Check-Stamped (White 2014b:227-228). Very little evidence of this 
type was recovered from Porter’s Bar (Table 6.2). Moore recovered one 
piece of check-stamped pottery from Porter’s Bar, but without having a 
photo or the sherd, it is impossible to know whether it was an Early or 
Middle Woodland example. The type Gulf Check-Stamped can only be 
recognized if it has a notched or scalloped rim, and eleven sherds were 
reportedly recovered from Porter’s Bar. Moore recovered several tetrapodal 
base fragments from Green Point, and Penton got another one. As noted in 
the previous chapter, this is even stronger evidence for the Early Woodland 
characterization of Green Point mound. The Swift Creek Complicated-
Stamped ceramics, which first appear during Early Woodland and hang on 
into the Middle Woodland, are more evidence for an Early Woodland 
placement of Green Point. The examples there seem more often to have 
stamping on most of the body, characteristic of the early variety, whereas 
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those from Porter’s Bar mound mostly have stamping in a smaller band 
around the vessel.   
These data from Green Point mound are very significant in that they 
show that it is one of the very few examples of Early Woodland burial 
mounds from the region. Along with a few within the Pierce Mounds 
complex, Green Point mound seems at least to have begun during Early 
Woodland, and either continued in some ways into Middle Woodland, or was 
abandoned when Middle Woodland people built their slightly later Porter’s 
Bar mound nearby. Though we have little evidence, the ceramics described 
and illustrated by Moore are enough to establish this mound as an earlier 
component than Porter’s Bar.  
 
Table 6.2 Early Woodland Ceramics from Porter’s Bar 
Ceramic Type N %EW Sherd Total 
Deptford Ch-St 3 15 
Deptford Linear Ch-St 1 5 
Deptford Simple-St 4 20 
Gulf Ch-St 11 55 
Wakulla Ch-St 1 5 
Total 20 100 
 
 
Middle Woodland Ceramics 
Swift Creek Series 
 As the hyphenated Santa Rosa-Swift Creek name may suggest, this 
ceramic taxonomy as originally defined (Willey 1949) represents two distinct 
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ceramic assemblages that (barely) overlap, continuing to confuse 
archaeologists. Today we know that Santa Rosa stamped wares are more 
characteristic of the western panhandle around Pensacola, while the 
Complicated-Stamped are abundant in the eastern panhandle. Only one pot 
and one or two sherds from Porter’s Bar fit within the Santa Rosa series; the 
rocker-stamped Alligator Bayou Incised vessel, and one or two additional 
rocker-stamped sherds. This is similar to the situation at Pierce Mounds, 15-
20 km west across the Apalachicola River mouth, where a handful of rocker-
stamped sherds were recovered. This kind of pottery is exceedingly rare in 
the whole valley region (White 2013:187).   
A far bigger question is the relationship of Swift Creek ceramics to 
those of the early Weeden Island series. Are two separate contemporaneous 
peoples/cultures making two types of ceramics? We know Swift Creek 
appears a couple centuries earlier, but in the entire research region the two 
types are mixed at both coastal and inland sites (Milanich 1994:150). Willey 
and Woodbury (1942:241-242; Willey 1949:366-396) noted the whole 
ceramic picture was really a merging of different idea sets and that in vessel 
shapes and decoration the Middle Woodland period “was one of fusion of two 
rather strikingly different sets of ideas: on the one hand, the conoidal-based 
pots decorated with the stamping technique; and on the other, globular 
bowls, beakers, collared jars and unusual forms decorated with incision, 
punctuation, rocker stamping or red zoned painting” (Willey 1949:544).    
 110 
 
Early Weeden Island (Weeden Island I series) 
 The pottery Willey named “Weeden Island,” like other ceramic series 
before it, has been treated as a distinct “culture” by later researchers; 
however, Willey subdivided it into Weeden Island I and II, leading to more 
confusion. Weeden Island ceramics were first excavated at a mound on 
Weedon Island on Tampa Bay, where the pottery was thought to be “more 
closely related to other, more northerly southeastern ceramic complexes 
than to the ceramic assemblages known at [that] time from the Caribbean” 
(Fewkes 1924:23-26). In Fewke’s day, the Weeden Island ceramics from 
that type site were thought to be two different assemblages from the mound 
to the midden. This difference is what led Sears (1973) to his sacred-secular 
dichotomy, with the sacred referring to the mound, and the secular referring 
to the midden.  
Diagnostic early Weeden Island ceramic types include Weeden Island 
Incised, Weeden Island Punctated, Weeden Island Plain, and Weeden Island 
Zoned Red, which all disappear after the Middle Woodland, along with Swift 
Creek Complicated-Stamped ceramics (White 2014b:232).  
Willey and Woodbury (1942) originally claimed that Weeden Island 
Incised pottery in the series was early and Wakulla Check Stamped, also 
within that series, was late, delimitating Weeden Island I and Weeden Island 
II. Later archaeologists referred to “Weeden Island” as a time period, which 
blurred distinctions and left a confusion legacy as they made these ceramics 
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into a single archaeological culture. Willey (1945) then went on to discuss 
similarities between Weeden Island ceramic decorative motifs and those 
from the lower Mississippi River valley, and multiple other archaeologists 
would go on to confirm these similarities as well (Sears 1956:74-83, 1992; 
Milanich 1994:157). These similarities are not surprising, or shouldn’t be; 
Florida had been active in a regional exchange of goods and ideas for 
centuries by this point. All sherds from Porter’s Bar that are confidently 
identified to the Middle Woodland are tabulated below in Table 6.3.  
 
Table 6.3 Middle Woodland Ceramics from Porter’s Bar 
Ceramic Type N % MW Sherd Total 
Basin Bayou Inc 1 0.74 
Cord-marked 1 0.74 
Crooked River Comp-St 1 0.74 
Crystal River Inc 1 0.74 
Franklin Plain 2 1.47 
Franklin Rims 2 1.47 
Santa Rosa St 1 0.74 
St. Andrews Comp-St 6 4.41 
SwCr Comp-St 78 57.35 
SwCr Comp-St, early 1 0.74 
SwCr Comp-St, late 5 3.68 
Tucker Ridge-Pinched 1 0.74 
West FL Cord-Marked 1 0.74 
WI Inc 2 1.47 
WI Plain 26 19.12 
WI Punct 1 0.74 
WI Red 5 3.68 
WI Zoned Red 1 0.74 
Total 136 100 
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Late Woodland Ceramics 
 Late Weeden Island ceramics, meaning Late Woodland, show up 
around A.D. 650 and are primarily plain and check-stamped (White 
2014b:234), and usher in the Late Woodland period, a time of great change 
in subsistence patterns, cultural organization, and more. Brose and Percy 
(1974) established a ceramic chronology in which assemblages dominated 
by Wakulla Check-Stamped ceramics (Weeden Island 3-5) follow those with 
early Weeden Island types and represent a Late Woodland period that lasts 
from A.D. 650 to about A.D. 950. It is a significant time in that it “reflects 
the adoption of maize agriculture into the Weeden Island economic system” 
(Milanich 1994:194). Other late Weeden Island ceramics include Carrabelle 
and Keith types, while Weeden Island Incised and Punctate disappear (White 
2014b:235). Table 6.4 lists all ceramics from all collections that could 
possibly be assigned as Late Woodland.  
 
Table 6.4 Late Woodland Ceramics from Porter’s Bar 
Ceramic Type N %LW Sherd Total 
Carrabelle Inc 1 7.69 
Carrabelle Punct 3 23.08 
Wakulla Ch-St 9 69.23 
Total 13 100 
 
Mississippi/Fort Walton Ceramics 
 Fort Walton developed out of the earlier Late Woodland culture 
sometime between A.D. 900 and A.D. 1000 in the Tallahassee Red Hills and 
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the Apalachicola River valley. Maize was extensively cultivated, along with 
other crops, and this source of regular food is associated with denser 
populations and changes in political organization, leaning towards chiefdoms 
which were ruled by a hereditary chief (Milanich 1994:326). Cob-marked 
ceramics make their first appearance during this time.   
As indicated by recovered artifacts such as ornate crafted copper and 
shell, and supported by intensive agriculture, Fort Walton was clearly a 
“Mississippian culture with social and political systems much more [complex] 
developed than had existed previously anywhere in Florida” (Milanich 
1994:355). Inland sites were actively participating in widespread agriculture, 
but at coastal sites it seems that people were still utilizing wild and aquatic 
local resources, relying still on fish and shellfish. Apparently only interior 
riverine people were growing maize. People on the coast must have traded 
with their interior counterparts because shell tools, ornaments, and shark 
teeth have been found inland, and Fort Walton sites with cob-marked sherds 
are found on the coast (Milanich 1994:368).  
 Fort Walton ceramics are usually in the form of cazuela bowls or 
bottles and curvilinear motifs include interlocking volutes, scrolls, loops, and 
circles. Shallow bowls with animal head adornos, gourd effigies, collared 
globular bowls, and flattened globular bowls (Willey 1949:460-462; Milanich 
1994:378) are all common. These ceramics are generally sand-, grit-, or 
grog-tempered, or a combination of these, setting them apart from the 
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contemporaneous shell-tempered ceramics of other Mississippian cultures, 
and “retention of local tempering agents may reflect the strong Middle and 
Late Woodland traditions of this region” (Marrinan and White 2007:293). We 
also see the first evidence of cob-marked ceramics during this time 
(Marrinan and White 2007:297). The six-pointed Fort Walton Incised open 
bowl is characteristic of this period, and there were very few chipped stone 
tools compared to earlier and later periods (White 2014b:236) 
 Lamar ceramics appear at the end of the Fort Walton time period, 
although their association remains a mystery. Lamar, which resembles the 
complicated-stamped Mission-period Apalachee pottery called Jefferson-ware 
(Marrinan and White 2007:299), only occurs at a small percentage of Fort 
Walton sites in the Apalachicola Valley. Fort Walton ceramics disappear in 
the early 1700s, either in association with the destruction of missions, or as 
a result of other mobile groups such as the Creeks (who would later become 
the Seminoles) moving into land that was abandoned by the original natives 
(White 2014b:238). While referred to as Jefferson around Tallahassee, 
Lamar pottery in the Apalachicola region is “now recognized as something 
new that represents unknown proto-historic Indians who settled in the 
region only briefly” (White 2014b:238). This pottery is different from what 
came before it, and “has sloppy complicated-stamped designs and distinctive 
rims with a wide fold and notches or an added, notched applique strip” 
(White 2014b:238).  
 115 
 
 Other Fort Walton types include Cool Branch Incised, Lake Jackson 
Incised, and Lake Jackson Plain. The Mississippian type Safety Harbor 
Incised is included because it is not found in this research area. All sherds 
across all collections that could be described as Mississippi are presented in 
Table 6.5. Ceramic data are presented chronologically in the next chapter.  
 
Table. 6.5 Mississippian Ceramics from Porter’s Bar 
Ceramic Type N 
%Miss. Sherd 
Total 
Cob-Marked 1 4.35 
Cool Branch Inc 3 13.04 
Fort Walton Inc 9 39.13 
Lake Jackson Inc 2 8.70 
Lake Jackson Plain 6 26.09 
Lamar 1 4.35 
Pensacola Plain 1 4.35 
Total 23 100 
 
 
Lithics 
Chert 
 Chert that is local to the research area, usually called Ocala chert, is 
originally honey-colored and weathers to different shades of white-brown. 
Stone of other colors had to be imported (White 2012:3). Colorful, exotic 
chert artifacts are a major indicator of Middle Woodland occupation, but 
chert was being used prior to this, and would continue to be used after. 
Chert then becomes the basis for interpreting cultural variation before the 
widespread use of ceramics in a time where people were relying heavily on 
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organic resources, which are not represented in the archaeological record. 
Stone artifacts are all that we have to reconstruct lifeways of Archaic people. 
Sometimes all that we have left are some chert flakes, not even a tool, and 
analysis of this debitage on different chert sources and their fossil inclusions 
(Endonino 2007:90), could vastly increase what we think we know about 
interaction and exchange of prehistoric peoples.  
 A Kirk Corner Notched point was found in the BAR collections 
from Porter’s Bar. This chert point is pinkish-white on the outside, and parts 
of the exterior layer have been broken off to reveal a maroon interior. The 
example from Porter’s Bar (Figure 51) has deep corner notches with very 
pronounced barbs, indicating it is not a Kirk Serrated point. The stem, or 
base, is partially broken off, but it can still be discerned that the edges were 
not completely parallel, but instead somewhat contracting (Bullen 1975:37). 
The edges exhibit fine pressure flaking “which forms fine serrations and 
beveling along all blade edges” (Sowell and Nowak 1990:55).  
Bullen (1975:6) dates these points to the Early Preceramic Archaic in 
Florida, roughly 6000-5000 B.C. and they may be the earliest truly stemmed 
points in the state. According to Whatley (2002:58), “Kirk Corner Notched 
points mark the full transition from earlier side-notched to later corner-
notched points in the Early Archaic period”. 
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Figure 51. Kirk Corner Notched point and chert cores from Porter’s Bar, 
(BAR#92.520, 74.234.1.2, 88.167.01). 
 
Bullen’s date is much later than some others that suggest that this 
point group originated around 8,000 – 6,000 B.C. (Anderson and Sassaman 
1996:157), while others suggest 6900 – 6000 B.C. (Justice 1987:82-83). 
Kirk Serrated points are later than Kirk Corner-Notched points (Coe 1959, 
1964; Cable 1996; Daniel 1998). Florida Kirk points “are often unserrated, 
and if serrated, then not deeply so” (Farr 2006:79). The point from Porter’s 
Bar is clearly the older, corner-notched version of this point family, and 
based on calibrated dates and stratigraphic information, these points were 
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probably utilized in Florida between 9100 B.C. and 7250 B.C. (Anderson 
2004; Farr 2006:84) meaning they are an Early Archaic point type, not Late 
Archaic. Though the point could be evidence of an Early Archaic component 
at Porter’s Bar, it could also be a recycled object that later people picked up 
and used.  
 A handful of chert cores, flakes, and block shatter have been 
recovered from Porter’s Bar, but the proveniences are unknown. Chert 
microliths, 23 in total, were also recovered, but again the provenience is 
unknown.  
 
Mica  
 The local sands in the research area naturally contain tiny flecks of 
mica, making them shiny in appearance. They had to find their way to the 
Apalachicola River Valley from the Appalachian Mountains of Northern 
Georgia or beyond, from where they were carried by alluvial processes. 
Larger pieces of mica are known as exotic objects brought in from the same 
mountains but deliberately, in human hands. Mica was recovered in very 
small amounts from Porter’s Bar, primarily through flotation of soil samples. 
Moore recorded mica as an artifact unassociated with a burial but did not 
mention in what form or quantity.  
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Other Stone Artifacts 
 Fragments of sandstone were recovered from Porter’s Bar, both 
associated with burials and unassociated. Quartz cobbles, water-worn 
pebbles, other stone cobbles, stone hones, celts, stone hammerstones, 
plumbago, stone pendants, galena, and bitumen have all been recovered 
from the site as well, across the multiple components (see Figures 52 and 
53). Green Point mound yielded a stone monitor pipe discussed in Chapter 
Five.   
 Stone ornaments were only found at four other coastal Middle 
Woodland sites in the Apalachicola River Valley, only three of which had 
stone plummets, including Huckleberry Landing, Jackson Mound, and Pierce 
Mounds (Frashuer 2006:85).  
 
 
Figure 52. Assorted stone cobbles (USF#15-1.8 and 15-1.9). 
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Figure 53. Pendants of different stone types from Porter’s Bar 
(NMAI#171797). Photo courtesy of Nancy White. 
 
 
Floral and Faunal Remains 
Shell (tools and waste)  
 Porter’s Bar, the oyster bar, is located right offshore from the mound, 
hence its name. Not surprisingly, the midden is primarily oyster shell, but 
few shell artifacts have been recovered from the site. Moore noted three 
shell tools with Burial 50 from this mound, a shell pendant with Burial 59, 
five shell tools and three shell gouges with Burial 63, and four shell gouges 
with Burial 64. Shell artifacts unassociated with a burial during Moore’s 
excavations include shell drinking cups. The BAR collections only contain one 
shell tool from the site (BAR#90.51.01). Oyster shell is typically thought to 
be too fragile, or perhaps mundane, for artifact manufacture. Oyster shell 
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midden material, however, was also used in the building of the mound, as 
discussed earlier. Some burials were found in association with deposits of 
shell, as well as around the main oyster shell layer at the base of the 
mound. Lightning whelks were important trade goods for Middle Woodland 
peoples. A single lightning whelk was recovered just northeast of the mound 
during a surface survey conducted by USF in 2003. Samples of shell from 
the midden were taken are kept in the USF lab.  
 Green Point, in contrast to Porter’s Bar, yielded many shell artifacts 
(Table 6.6), including shell scoops and pendants, mostly of lightning whelk 
(some may be of horse conch). Many of these were associated with burials 
or could have been at one point. The occurrence of midden shell deposits 
with burials was probably intentional, though Moore thought it was the result 
of disturbance. The discrepancy in shell artifacts recovered between the two 
sites is interesting. Porter’s Bar is lacking shell tools and shell artifacts, 
represented by only a few artifacts, whereas these artifacts were plentiful at 
Green Point.  
The beach component (shell midden) of Porter’s Bar has historically 
been picked over by locals who walk the beach looking for artifacts, 
especially after a storm. Luer (2013) wrote about what he calls “tabbed 
circle artifacts.” The artifacts are made of shell and have been found at 
various Middle Woodland sites in Florida, including Crystal River. One of 
these (TCA #25) was collected from the Porter’s Bar midden along U.S. 98 
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(Luer et al. 2015:65-72) and is the westernmost of all that have been 
discovered to date. These artifacts are small shell rings with projecting 
double-noded tabs. The function has been suggested to be that of a pendant 
of some type. The collectors, walking the midden of Porter’s Bar for at least 
seven years, have also discovered 26 shell beads, lithic bifaces, and adze 
blanks (Luer et al. 2015:72).  
 
Table 6.6 Shell Artifacts Recovered by Willey from Green Point Mound 
RSPF Number Ceramic Type N 
39187 Busycon Cup 1 
39583 Shell "object"  2 
39584 Shell "object"  2 
39585 Shell "object"  2 
39586*** Busycon Celt 1 
39587*** Busycon Celt 2 
39589 Shell "object"  2 
39590*** Shell "object"  10 
39590** Shell "object"  1 
39593 Busycon Saucer 1 
39594*** Shell "object"  1 
39595 Shell "object" 1 
39600 Shell "object" 1 
39601**/*** Shell spoon 4 
39601**/*** Busycon Celt** 1 
39604 Shell "object" 3 
39605*** Grooved Columella Pendant 1 
39606 Shell spoon 2 
39608*** Shell plummets 3 
39612 Grooved Shell Pendant 1 
39613 Busycon Columella Chisel 1 
39615 Busycon Columella Chisel 1 
39618*** Shell "object" 2 
39621 Shell "object" 1 
39622 Shell "object" 1 
Total   48 
**Numbers are duplicates with different descriptions 
***Deaccessioned 
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Faunal Remains 
 Some faunal remains have been recovered from Porter’s Bar (Tables 
A1, B1, and D1 in the appendices). Many of these remains are just 
unidentified fragments, and some have been charred. Multiple lower 
mandibles of small rodents and other small mammals were recovered from 
Porter’s Bar during Moore’s excavations. These were probably once 
associated with burials. Two lower jaws of deer were recovered that had 
been cut away along the base (Moore 1902b:241; Brose and White 
1999:243, Figure 179), possibly with the intention of insertion into wooden 
masks. Relatively few other Middle Woodland mounds in the Apalachicola 
River Valley have bone artifacts. Pierce Mounds (8Fr14) has animal teeth, 
Huckleberry Landing (8Fr12) has turtle-shell artifacts, Brickyard Creek 
(8Fr8) has a bone awl, and Chipola Cutoff (8Gu5) has bone awls and hooks, 
but Porter’s Bar is the only currently known site in the research region to 
have cut animal jaws.  
The collections at the BAR include some fragments of mammal 
longbones, some turtle, some small mammal thoracic vertebrae, and an 
assortment of unidentified bone fragments, both burned and unburned. In 
association with the historic human burials (B2), Jones also recovered two 
bone buttons (Figure 54).  
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Figure 54. Bone buttons associated with Burial 2 from beach component 
(BAR#88.167.2.2) 
 
 
Floral Remains  
 Some charcoal was recovered from Porter’s Bar during the 1996 
excavations by White and students. While most of it came from flotation 
samples, one shovel test (ST1) yielded 0.1 g at 37 cm deep, and ST2 yielded 
.4 g at 28 cm deep. Both of these samples are large enough, and from a 
controlled enough setting, to be good candidates for future radiocarbon 
dating. There is also one large sample that Jones recovered (located in the 
BAR collections) that could be useful if the provenience was known. 
Unburned wood fragments were recovered by Jones in association with 
historic Burial 1 (B1), probably part of the coffin, as well as from another 
unknown provenience from which the charcoal also came.  
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 Hickory nuts were found on the surface east of the creek in 1996. 
Partially carbonized seeds were taken from the west profile of the cleaned-
up looter’s trench. An acorn was found in ST2 at 18 cm and an unidentified 
seed at 28 cm. Charred acorns were found in ST1 at 37 cm. A pinecone 
fragment was found in ST3 at 46 cm. USF also took soil samples that they 
then floated back in the lab. ST1 yielded carbonized flora from fraction C, 
the South Wall flotation yielded 20.1 g of seeds, including fern spores. All of 
these remain to be identified and/or dated.  
 
Comparison with other Mounds  
Pierce Mound A (8Fr14) 
 The Pierce Mounds Complex (see Figure 5 on page 9), located only 10 
miles west of Porter’s Bar and Green Point, was one of the largest mound 
centers in the research region, and an existing Woodland site that Fort 
Walton people later returned to and added their own touches – platform 
mounds and villages. There is also a possibility that the people who lived 
here never actually left, but descendant communities continued to occupy 
the site through the Late Woodland and are just harder to discern in the 
archaeological record (White 2012:15).  
 Pierce is comprised of 12 known mounds, and one that remains to be 
relocated, and a large village area and shell midden ridge that are all aligned 
with the old Apalachicola River bank that runs northwest-southeast for about 
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a kilometer (White 2012:16). The Early and Middle Woodland components of 
the site are on the western half and are comprised of Mounds A, B, and C. 
Recovered ceramics from Mound C suggest construction was started during 
the Early Woodland (White 2012:16).  
Mound A, from which Moore excavated 99 burials and more than that 
number of skeletons, is the most magnificent of the mounds and is similar to 
Porter’s Bar. It produced flexed, extended, bundle, isolated skulls, and piles 
of bones lacking a skull as well. Some of the graves had burned material 
above or below them, while others had shell midden lenses above or below 
them, while still another had red-dyed soil associated with it (White 
2012:16).  
The ceramics are a mix of very plain wares and very decorative wares, 
much like at Porter’s Bar. Swift-Creek Complicated-Stamped and Early 
Weeden Island (such as Weeden Island Zoned Red and Weeden Island 
Incised) as well as check-stamped all occur together in this mound. 
Tetrapodal vessels indicate a possible origin for the mound in the late Early 
Woodland. Other exotic materials recovered included shell beads, pearl 
beads, whelk shell cups, a bison bone pendant, copper tubes, and silver-
covered copper disks (White 2012:16-17).  
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Tucker Mound (8Fr4) 
 Tucker Mound is another that Moore originally excavated, and he 
recorded the two mounds as “totally demolished” by his excavators 
(Moore:1902b:257-274) but left the midden intact as it was lacking in the 
exotic materials Moore kept an eye out for. Willey visited the site during his 
survey of the Florida Gulf Coast (Willey 1949:269-272). According to Phelps’ 
report on the site, Willey assigned the Tucker Mound, including the midden, 
the number 8Fr4, while assigning the Yent mound, a short distance beyond 
the eastern side of the midden, the number 8Fr5 and Willey was unable to 
relocate it during his survey. By the time Willey visited the area, most of the 
midden had been borrowed for road material (Phelps 1966:13). 
 The mound was recorded by Moore as being 200 yards away from the 
shore of Alligator Harbor (Moore 1902b:257), but by the time Willey, and 
later Sears, visited the site, it had lost roughly 400 feet of shore (Phelps 
1966:14). This site faced/es the same environmental threats as Porter’s Bar. 
What he deemed as Norwood ceramics included any previously-described 
sherds of St. Simons Plain (Willey 1949:359-360) as well as the “unclassified 
fiber tempered” ceramics that Sears recovered (Sears 1963:27). What was 
originally described as Deptford Simple Stamped (Griffin and Sears 1950) 
Phelps broke down into Deptford Simple Stamped and Deptford Cross 
Stamped, arguing that “Deptford Cross Stamped appears to play an 
important role in the development of ceramic decoration in this region, and 
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may be considered a separate provisional type of the Deptford Series for the 
present” (Phelps 1966:15). He also lumped all Deptford, Gulf, Wakulla, 
Cartersville, and variations as bold check stamped sherds in his report 
(1966:15), with rim treatments delineating phase differences. Much like the 
materials recovered from Porter’s Bar and Green Point, the sherds “display a 
variable range of sand tempering and surface finish rendering them 
unreliable as phase markers” (Phelps 1966:16).  
 Important to note is that two fired clay objects were recovered from a 
seemingly-preceramic area of the site, one spherical and one spheroconical 
and are similar to materials that Lazarus (1958) and Fairbanks (1959) have 
described as Elliott’s Point and to the ones from Porter’s Bar midden, all of 
which we now call Poverty-Point-type objects. Following a preceramic 
occupation is a Norwood component, indicated by fiber tempered ceramics, 
and spatial studies suggest that part of the original Norwood component are 
now underwater (Phelps 1966:19). Fiber tempered sherds, some with 
moderate amounts of sand, were present. Phelps had called the latter fiber 
“semi-fiber-tempered” but intensive study has shown that all fiber-tempered 
sherds have some sand in the paste, and it is not a distinguishing temporal 
characteristic (White 2003). The fiber-tempered simple-stamped are 
decorated by parallel dowel impressions, and carbonized material from 
vessel interiors was used to obtain a radiocarbon date of 1012 BC (2962 +/- 
120 BP) (Phelps 1966:19, Knauer 1965), a good Late Archaic date.  
 129 
 
 After this Late Archaic occupation was an Early Woodland component 
with diagnostic ceramics being Deptford Simple Stamped, Deptford Cross 
Stamped, and Deptford Linear Check Stamped (the first two are now 
considered to be the same). Unlike Porter’s Bar, the shell midden here was 
predominantly of clam and conch (Phelps 1966:20). 
 Following this, the quantity of Swift Creek sherds suggested an 
intensive occupation nearer the beach. Carbon deposits from these sherds 
were dated to A.D. 345 (1605 +/- 325 BP; Knauer 1965). There are very 
few New River Complicated-Stamped, St. Andrews and Crooked River 
Complicated-Stamped, West Florida Cord-Marked, and Napier Complicated-
Stamped. A Middle Woodland component followed, with roughly equivalent 
numbers of Swift Creek and early Weeden Island ceramics; and it was 
during this time that the burial mound was constructed (Phelps 1966:21-
24). A Fort Walton component followed this. 
 Based on this information, Tucker Mound is nearly identical in phases 
of occupation as far as ceramic typologies are concerned; however, there is 
no discussion of any exotic materials, so it is hard to compare anything other 
than the ceramics.  
 
Mound Near Indian Pass, or Indian Pass Point (8Gu1) 
 This mound, situated on the coastal beach side of Indian Pass Point, is 
a unique Middle Woodland mound in that it is the only one of its kind and 
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time period to have more than one instance of cranial compression. During 
excavations by Moore in 1902, he identified primarily bundle burials, and 
unlike other mounds of the time period, Indian Pass lacked any evidence of 
Swift Creek ceramics (Moore 1902b:211-214). This lack of Swift Creek 
ceramics, in conjunction with the recovered Weeden Island Incised, Indian 
Pass Incised, and other non-diagnostic check-stamped and plain sherds 
indicates that the mound was probably in use later during the Middle 
Woodland than most of its counterparts. Additional investigations however 
could still turn up some Swift Creek sherds.  
 
Gotier Hammock (8Gu2) 
 Gotier Hammock is both a mound and midden site roughly about 45-
55 km west of Porter’s Bar on St. Joseph Bay in Gulf County, Florida. Moore 
(1902b:210-211) located and excavated this site and encountered bundle 
and flexed burials similar to those at Porter’s Bar, as well as Swift Creek and 
Weeden Island ceramics (White 2010:2). Materials from the mound have 
been radiocarbon-dated to A.D. 650, which is slightly late for a Middle 
Woodland site (White 2010:46). The shell midden however dates to 
sometime between the fourteenth and sixteenth centuries (White 2010:1) 
and is 200 m west of the mound on the bay shore, whereas at Porter’s Bar, 
the midden is adjacent to the mound, and has both earlier and later 
components besides Middle Woodland mound.  
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 The mound and midden yielded over four thousand ceramics between 
multiple excavations and collections over the last century. While the typical 
indeterminate check-stamped (1014), sand-tempered plain (1170), grog-
tempered plain (782) were all recovered, many diagnostics were also 
recovered. These included a high percentage of Basin Bayou Incised (858), 
with much smaller representations of Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped 
(73), Crooked River Complicated-Stamped (35), Weeden Island Plain red 
painted (17), Weeden Island Incised (3), and Carrabelle Punctate (22). Also 
collected were types not recovered from Porter’s Bar, primarily Indian Pass 
Incised (26) (White 2010:21, Table 3). Only four cord-marked sherds were 
recovered, three from the mound area and one from the midden (White 
2010:35). There were no recovered Santa Rosa ceramics (White 2010:48), 
unlike at Porter’s Bar, which produced a few.  
 While ceramics at Gotier were similar to those at Porter’s Bar, this 
mound had relatively few oyster shells recovered, and few shell tools in 
general (White 2010:39-44), probably because it was 200m from the bay 
shore. The midden area however had ample prehistoric oyster shells, but still 
at a lesser rate than at Porter’s Bar (White 2010:44), probably because 
oysters are less common around St. Joseph Bay, which is saltier than 
Apalachicola Bay. As at Porter’s Bar, there is little evidence of the lightning 
whelk, which would have been valuable and is found all the way up through 
the Ohio River Valley (White 2010:44), though Green Point did produce 
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many large gastropod-shell artifacts. Just as at Porter’s Bar, the distribution 
of plain, undecorated ceramics versus better made, more decorated 
ceramics at Gotier Hammock fails to support Sears’ sacred-secular 
dichotomy (White 2010:56).  
 
Richardson’s Hammock (8Gu10) 
 This site was not excavated by Moore. There is a large Fort Walton 
component and a hint of an Early Woodland occupation, but the Middle 
Woodland mound is located to the far northern side of the site, just on the 
shore of St. Joseph Peninsula at the tip of a smaller peninsula projecting into 
St. Joseph Bay. USF conducted two seasons of excavation here, and the site 
is now owned by the state. No excavation was done in the mound, only the 
adjacent Middle Woodland shell midden, though looters had recovered 
materials from the mound. Typical Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped 
ceramics and Weeden Island Incised ceramics characterize both mound and 
habitation area. A visit to check on the integrity of this site in late 2017 
showed it to be in good condition, but most of the newly erected signage 
was missing. Large lightning whelks were spread across the surface of both 
the mound and the coastal midden components, which is unlike Porter’s Bar 
(Figure 55).  
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Figure 55. Left: Kelsey Kreiser examining lightning whelk. Right: Lightning 
whelk on Richardson’s Hammock mound. 
 
Eleven Mile Point (8Fr10) 
 This is another example of a coastal shell midden and burial mound on 
Apalachicola Bay, about 25 km west of Porter’s Bar. The mound is located 
perhaps 100m farther inland, while the midden is on the shore (Brose and 
White 1999:16, Figure 4). Moore excavated this site in 1902 and recovered 
the usual Swift Creek Complicated-Stamped ceramics, along with Weeden 
Island Plain and Alligator Bayou Stamped. While he excavated burials here, 
he did not mention how many, which type, or record any associated grave 
goods, making it difficult to compare Porter’s Bar with (Moore 1902b:214-
216). 
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CHAPTER SEVEN:  
CONCLUSIONS 
 
Archaeological Evidence 
 The ceramics studied in writing this thesis support the initial dating of 
Porter’s Bar as a solidly Middle Woodland site (Tables 7.1 and 7.2). Most of 
the diagnostic ceramics can be dated to the Middle Woodland. Multiple other 
time periods are also represented at the site, proving it is a multi-component 
site where people found it advantageous to live. There is Late Archaic 
through Fort Walton ceramic evidence. Since many of the initial excavators 
did not have the location of the mound right, it is hard to discern differences 
between artifacts collected from the mound and from the midden. The 
materials collected by many of these individuals could not be matched up to 
artifacts in the BAR collection, meaning that other artifacts exist in other 
locations and were not studied by the author except when mentioned in a 
FMSF report. The materials collected from Porter’s Bar came either from the 
mound itself or the village midden. All recorded artifacts from Green Point 
came exclusively from the mound, making an Early Woodland component of 
the midden difficult to see.  
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Table 7.1 Diagnostic Ceramic Percentages at Porter’s Bar by Total of 
Sherds 
Time Period Ceramic Type N % of Total 
Late Archaic       
  Fiber-t 1 0.52 
Early Woodland       
  Deptford Bold Ch-St 2 1.04 
  Deptford Ch-St 1 0.52 
  Deptford Linear Ch-St 1 0.52 
  Deptford Simple-St 4 2.07 
  Gulf Creek St 11 5.70 
  Wakulla Ch-St 1 0.52 
Middle Woodland       
  Basin Bayou Inc 1 0.52 
  Cord-marked 1 0.52 
  Crooked River Comp-St 1 0.52 
  Crystal River Inc 1 0.52 
  Franklin Plain 2 1.04 
  Franklin Rims 2 1.04 
  Santa Rosa St 1 0.52 
  St Andrews Comp-St 6 3.11 
  SwCr Comp-St 78 40.41 
  SwCr Comp-St, Early 1 0.52 
  SwCr Comp-St, Late 5 2.59 
  Tucker Ridge-Pinched 1 0.52 
  West FL Cord-Marked 1 0.52 
  WI Inc 2 1.04 
  WI Plain 26 13.47 
  WI Punct 1 0.52 
  WI Red 5 2.59 
  WI Zoned Red 1 0.52 
Late Woodland        
  Carrabelle Inc 1 0.52 
  Carrabelle Punct 3 1.55 
  Wakulla Ch-St 9 4.66 
Mississippian       
  Cob-Marked 1 0.52 
  Cool Branch Inc 3 1.55 
  Fort Walton Inc 9 4.66 
  Lake Jackson Inc 2 1.04 
  Lake Jackson Plain 6 3.11 
  Lamar 1 0.52 
  Pensacola Plain 1 0.52 
  Total 193 100 
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The ceramic evidence supports an earlier construction of Green Point, 
evident in the tetrapodal bases found on many ceramics that were lacking at 
Porter’s Bar. Similarly, scalloped rims were prominent on vessels recovered 
from Green Point, but not from Porter’s Bar, which was a ceramic technique 
that was widespread in the Early Woodland in the research area. Green Point 
only had shell present in small lenses; whether this was from individual 
deposition events or they were introduced from ground disturbance is 
unknown. Porter’s Bar however had a basal layer of shell that included Early 
Woodland sherds, indicating that the people living there used shell midden 
when constructing this second mound.  
 
Table 7.2 Percentage of Ceramics by Time Period at Porter’s Bar 
Period % of Diagnostics 
Late Archaic 0.5 
Early Woodland 10.4 
Middle Woodland 70.5 
Late Woodland 6.7 
Mississippi 11.9 
Total 100 
 
 
Further Investigations and Excavations 
Phelps said that “no prehistoric site should be considered exhausted 
until the last meaningful particle of information is gleaned from its 
investigation” (Phelps 1966:11). There is still much to be learned from 
Porter’s Bar and Green Point, and further investigation is needed, and in a 
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timely manner. The coastline has already changed significantly in the last 20 
years (Figure 56), and the expected rise in sea level will mean that these 
two mounds, or what is left of them, will be partially or fully submerged in 
the next century. Damage from development is evident in these photos as 
well.  
By conducting excavations on the few remaining intact areas of 
midden, stratigraphic data could be gathered, and “any stratigraphic data 
from northwest Florida would not only solve local problems but would serve 
to check and synchronize the chronologies of neighboring areas” (Willey and 
Woodbury 1942:236). Obtaining radio carbon dates from existing charcoal 
samples from controlled contexts, or any recovered in further excavations, 
would also be immensely helpful in understanding these sites. There is also 
black soot on many of the whole vessels that could be tested.  
Attempting to locate what remains of Green Point (Figure 57) would be 
the next step in studying these mounds and how they relate to one another. 
LiDAR data presented earlier (see Figures 2 and 3), along with aerial images 
and Moore’s notes, have given a rough idea of where the site could be, if it 
still exists (it was only 1-2 ft high to begin with). Moore’s notes say that the 
mound was 2000 feet in a southerly direction from Porter’s Bar (Figure 58), 
which would put it quite a distance away, not just a few meters. Figure 57, 
which looks promising according to the LiDAR data, would put Green Point 
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only 1000 feet away from Porter’s Bar, but USF investigations of this area 
proved fruitless as discussed earlier.  
 
 
 
Figure 56. Aerial images of the site over time showing residential 
construction and loss of coastline around Porter’s Bar (Top:1994, 
Middle:2004, Bottom:2015) 
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X-ray fluorescence (XRF) testing could also be performed on sherds or 
whole vessels. This non-destructive analytical technique could prove the 
origin of the clay sources that the people occupying these sites used. This 
testing would help determine if ceramics were being made locally. It could 
determine if any of the vessels have an origin further away or have any 
unique qualities or inclusions.  
 
Figure 57. Potential location of Green Point mound based on LiDAR data, 
aerial images, and Moore’s notes.  
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Figure 58. Aerial showing a distance of 2000 feet between Porter’s Bar and 
open field that could be Green Point. 
 
Subsistence Patterns and Seasonality 
 One way to further our understanding of this site would be to study 
the seasonality of the remaining shell midden to try to determine if the site 
was occupied year-round or only temporarily but repeatedly. Having a better 
grasp on the vast midden at Porter’s Bar allows us to compare it to others 
not only in the research area, but outside of it as well. Seasonal and other 
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data are also valuable tools in attempting to understand “how human groups 
adapted to large-scale and local climate change” (White2014a:97). This kind  
of information can be inferred by various analyses from fish and shellfish 
remains found in middens. Their varying size and type could show how 
cultural practices tended to change in response to sea level fluctuations 
(Marquardt 2010:559-60). 
White (2014a:98) argues that a vast amount of work regarding shell 
middens still needs to be conducted in the Apalachicola-lower Chattahoochee 
region if we are to even try to understand how individuals and groups were 
choosing sites to collect shellfish from, when they were doing it, and why 
they would stop. She calls for individual shell measurements, including size, 
shape, relative frequencies of varied species over time, comparisons with 
modern natural species assemblages to show ecological or cultural change in 
dietary preferences, and the possibility of prehistoric overexploitation of 
shellfish beds. 
 
Climate Change and Rising Sea levels  
 Whether naturally occurring or generated by human activity, changes 
in sea levels are real; and in a state like Florida, which is surrounded by 
water on three sides, it is a real threat to numerous archaeological sites, 
including both Porter’s Bar and Green Point. The sea level of today is already 
roughly 5 feet higher than it was during the Late Archaic (Milanich 1994:90). 
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New research (based on information from the Digital Index of North 
American Archaeology) shows that a 1-meter rise in sea levels would 
negatively impact over 13,000 recorded sites in nine states from Maryland to 
Texas. A 5-meter rise would impact over 32,000 sites and would affect sites 
up to 200 km inland (Anderson et al. 2017:1-6). Furthermore, these are just 
the known, recorded sites, and these numbers do not reflect sites that have 
already been impacted or lost due to changes in sea levels. A 1-meter rise 
within the next century, and a 5-meter rise in the century following 
(Anderson et al. 2017:2), means that in my lifetime the Porter’s Bar site will 
disappear. Slight changes in sea level throughout time have caused massive 
demographic shifts in the Southeast where populations thrived (and continue 
to thrive) along the coastline (Anderson et al. 2017; McFadden 2016). A 1-
meter rise would displace roughly one million individuals in Florida alone, 
while a 5-meter rise would displace almost 9 million Floridians (Anderson et 
al. 2017:9-11).  
 It is not only the physical rise in sea level that is worrisome, but the 
effects of it. Populations that are clustered around the coast would have to 
move inland and build new infrastructure and communities – meaning that 
many recorded and unrecorded sites would be at risk of disappearing due to 
development. Some historic buildings may be able to be physically relocated, 
as has happened many times in the past, but many prehistoric sites in the 
form of mounds and middens will just be left to be submerged.  
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There are many areas along the coast where significant survey has not 
been done yet because they have not been as developed and are not as 
populated as other areas. Sea level rise would mean that archaeologists 
would be on a massive salvage mission, picking and choosing which sites to 
let disappear and which to work actively to protect with things such as sea 
walls. A massive salvage mission would mean an influx of millions of 
artifacts, adding incomprehensibly to the existing curation crisis. For a 
suggested plan of attack in moving forward to preserve, protect, and 
mitigate at-risk sites, refer to Anderson et al. 2017.  
But what about protecting Porter’s Bar? A very small sea wall exists on 
the western side of Porter’s Bar Creek along the shoreline, and it is entirely 
submerged during high tide; it simply looks like someone dumped a pile of 
cinder blocks on the side of the road. Preservation of the site has been 
recommended since its NRHP nomination by Penton in 1974. 
A park was originally proposed for the site in the mid-late 1990s when 
the state wanted to buy the land for Franklin County. Tesar discussed 
preservation alternatives with the property owners in 1992. Tesar noted that 
he, the developers, and the surveyor discussed vandalism of the site and 
measures to protect it in the future. Tesar helped mark out the boundary of 
the mound for the land surveyor so that it could be included in the park. 
There were plans to get volunteers to screen the dirt from borrow pits and 
looter trenches und use the clean dirt to fill in the holes on the mound. They 
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would also bring in more dirt to recontour the mound, with elevations taken 
before and after work was done. The owners agreed with these plans (Tesar 
1992:3-4). 
He also notes that he would “be contacting the Apalachee 
Archaeological Society President to discuss scheduling of the mound 
restoration project beginning in July, 1992, starting that “if it is not too late, 
perhaps permission to sample parts of the remaining shell midden area 
before the property is sold can also be obtained and undertaken along with 
the mound restoration and the search for the missing Green Point mound” 
(Tesar 1992:4). This never happened, much like the park never happened.  
 
Rethinking the “Sacred-Secular” Dichotomy  
 In the over half-century since Sears developed his sacred-secular 
dichotomy, referring to the marked difference in ceramics between mounds 
and middens, there has been ample archaeological evidence to refute this 
idea. Sacred refers to artifacts that seem fancy or ornate and would only be 
found associated with burials or other important events, whereas secular 
refers to artifacts that are plain and utilitarian that would be found in 
domestic contexts, such as middens.  
The data and materials from both Porter’s Bar and Green Point only 
serve to add to the understanding that plain, utilitarian wares are just as 
likely to be deposited with the elite departed as ornate, high quality 
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ceramics, and that these fancy ceramics are just as likely to be found in a 
midden as are utilitarian wares. This is an outdated, unsupported ideology 
that can be refuted by archaeological evidence at many sites where fancy, 
ornate objects are found in domestic spheres and not just associated with 
burials (Kelly 1960, Caldwell 1978, White 1992) 
 As can be seen in the data on whole ceramic vessels presented in this 
thesis, along with any association with a recorded burial, plain wares 
constituted a significant percentage of the vessels found in both Porter’s Bar 
and Green Point mounds. Every vessel recorded by Moore, whether ornate 
or plain, was “killed”, or had the bottom of the vessel broken out. While no 
whole vessels have been recovered from the midden area, the sherds found 
here are a combination of both highly decorated and undecorated ceramics. 
The lack of whole vessels from the midden makes it difficult to discern 
whether these ceramics would also have been killed like their counterparts in 
the two mounds.  
 
Final Comments and Summary 
 While more discovery is sure to come, I hope that this thesis has 
provided a foundation on which future work can be built upon. It serves as a 
site report for both Porter’s Bar and Green Point in that it is an updated 
analysis on all known data and materials from the two mounds and the 
associated village midden. Material evidence indicates that people have lived 
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at this location since at least the Late Archaic, and possibly before. Early 
Woodland peoples began the burial mound tradition with Green Point 
mound, and slightly later people, perhaps the direct descendants of the 
Green Point population based on its extremely close proximity, constructed 
the Porter’s Bar mound to bury their important dead over an unknown period 
of time during the Middle Woodland. A relatively small Fort Walton 
component is also present, and historic burials and a well indicate that this 
was a favorable location in the last few hundred years, which is still true 
today as evident by the homes that surround Porter’s Bar mound.  
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APPENDIX A. 
 
Table A1. USF Collections from Porter’s Bar 
Catalog # Provenience Date Contents N Weight (g) Comments 
85-1.1 Surface - 20m 
from SE rails of 
PB Creek Bridge 
7/9/1985 Ch-st body 4 27.2 grit-t 
85-1.2 Surface - 20m 
from SE rails of 
PB Creek Bridge 
7/9/1985 Plain body 7 32.4 grit-t, 1 = rim, 
1 = heavy grit 
85-1.3 Surface - 20m 
from SE rails of 
PB Creek Bridge 
7/9/1985 Chert 1 1.5 block shatter 
85-1.4 Surface - 20m 
from SE rails of 
PB Creek Bridge 
7/9/1985 Sandstone 
fragment 
1 16.6 natural yellow 
w/green tinge - 
algae? 
93-1.1 Surface, Beach 7/4/1993 Plain body 16 107.1 grit-t, many 
smoothed by 
water, 1 = rim 
93-1.2 Surface, Beach 7/4/1993 Sandstone 
fragment 
1 41.4   
93-1.3 Surface, Beach 7/4/1993 Rusted metal 
fragment 
1 1.8   
93-2.1 Surface - Indian 
Shores Rd  
7/4/1993 Modern gravel 3 136.3 likely brought in 
for the road 
93-3.1 Surface - Indian 
Shores Rd  
7/4/1993 Plain body 8 100.2 grit-t, 1 = rim, 
3 = red paint 
93-3.2 0.2 7/4/1993 Plain body 2 19.2 grit and grog-t 
93-3.3 Surface - Indian 
Shores Rd  
7/4/1993 Indet inc 1 12.2 shell and grit-t 
93-3.4 Surface - Indian 
Shores Rd  
7/4/1993 Ch-st body 1 6.1   
93-3.5 Surface - Indian 
Shores Rd  
7/4/1993 Lake Jackson Inc 
rim 
1 7.1 rim with ticks 
93-3.6 Surface - Indian 
Shores Rd  
7/4/1993 Melongena 
corona 
1 91   
96-1.1 Surface - Close 
to water's edge, 
S part of creek, 
on E side 
7/2/1996 Clay lump 1 49.9 frag of rounded 
clay ball, 
smooth, like 
PPO 
96-2.1 Surface - E of 
creek, on linear 
shell mound 
7/2/1996 Glass 1 28.2 Dr Swett's root 
beer w/detrose; 
bottleneck 
96-3.1 Surface - E of 
creek, S end of 
property 
7/2/1996 Hickory nuts 2 9.2   
96-4.1 Surface - E of 
creek, S end of 
property 
7/2/1996 Melongena 
corona 
1 74.5   
96-4.2 Surface - E of 
creek, S end of 
property 
7/2/1996 UID shell frags 2 0.4   
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Table A1. Continued 
Catalog # Provenience Date Contents N Weight (g) Comments 
96-5.1 Surface - E of 
creek, S end of 
property, area 
surrounding 
tree fall 
7/2/1996 Poss fighting 
conch 
1 142.1 Strombus pugilis 
96-5.2 Surface - E of 
creek, S end of 
property, area 
surrounding 
tree fall 
7/2/1996 Oyster shell 1 58.1   
96-6.1 Surface - end of 
coastal strand 
by creek 
7/2/1996 Cool Branch Inc 1 7.6   
96-6.2 Surface - end of 
coastal strand 
by creek 
7/3/1996 Cool Branch Inc 1 8.4   
96-6.3 Surface - end of 
coastal strand 
by creek 
7/4/1996 Plain rim 5 21.7 grit-t 
96-6.4 Surface - end of 
coastal strand 
by creek 
7/5/1996 Plain body  4 12.5 sand-t 
96-6.5 Surface - end of 
coastal strand 
by creek 
7/6/1996 Plain body 1 3 grit and grog-t 
96-6.6 Surface - end of 
coastal strand 
by creek 
7/7/1996 Plain body 1 1.4 grog-t 
96-6.7 Surface - end of 
coastal strand 
by creek 
7/8/1996 Comp-st 3 4.5   
96-7.1 Profile in 
mound, S end, 
in situ 
7/8/1996 Jar 1 280.9 grit-t 
96-8.1 Profile in 
mound, N end, 
in situ 
7/8/1996 Plain body 1 17.3 grit and grog-t 
96-9.1 Wall shavings 
from W profile 
7/8/1996 Comp-st 2 33   
96-9.2 Wall shavings 
from W profile 
7/8/1996 Plain body 2 131.6 grog-t, thick, 
one with hole  
96-9.3 Wall shavings 
from W profile 
7/8/1996 Plain body 15 124.1 grit-t 
96-9.4 Wall shavings 
from W profile 
7/8/1996 Plain body 1 5.1 sand-t 
96-9.5 Wall shavings 
from W profile 
7/8/1996 Indet inc 1 3.8   
96-9.6 Wall shavings 
from W profile 
7/8/1996 Mica  2 0.2   
96-9.7 Wall shavings 
from W profile 
7/8/1996 UID seeds 2 0.2 partially 
carbonized 
96-9.8 Wall shavings 
from W profile 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   5.2   
96-10.1 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Comp-st 4 37   
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Table A1. Continued 
 
Catalog # Provenience Date Contents N Weight (g) Comments 
96-10.2 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Indet inc 3 20.5   
96-10.3 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 10 59.2 grit-t 
96-10.4 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Plain rim 2 4.8 grit and grog-t, 
poorly coiled 
neck, smooth 
96-10.5 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 3 50.2 grog-t 
96-10.6 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 2 20.9 sand-t 
96-10.7 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Indet inc 1 6.7   
96-10.8 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Glass 1 7.5 Pepsi-Cola 
bottle fragment 
96-10.9 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 UID bone frags 5 6   
96-10.10 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 UID fish 
vertebrae 
5 1.1   
96-10.11 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Small gastropod 1 1.7   
96-10.12 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Shells, 
Melongena 
columella 
2 15.3   
96-10.13 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Shells, 
Melongena 
columella 
2 55.5   
96-10.14 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, oyster 
frags 
2 6.8   
96-10.15 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Acorn 1 0.2   
96-11.1 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Comp-st 3 18.7   
96-11.2 ST2, E of ST1 
@18cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 2 11.8 grit and grog-t 
96-11.3 ST2, E of ST1 
@5cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 9 22.6 grit-t 
96-11.4 ST2, E of ST1 
@5cm 
7/8/1996 UID bone frags 
 
5 1.7   
96-11.5 ST2, E of ST1 
@5cm 
7/8/1996 Glass 1 17.1 Pepsi-Cola 
bottle fragment 
96-11.6 ST2, E of ST1 
@5cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, gastropod 2 32.7 1 = medium, 
close to natica 
96-11.7 ST2, E of ST1 
@5cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, 
Oyster/Gastropo
d frags 
10 100.1   
96-11.8 ST2, E of ST1 
@5cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, 
Melongena 
2 46.9 w outer shell 
partly cut away  
96-12.1 ST2, E of ST1 
@28cm 
7/8/1996 Comp-st body 4 17.1   
96-12.2 ST2, E of ST1 
@28cm 
7/8/1996 Indet punct 2 8.1   
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Table A1. Continued 
Catalog 
# 
Provenience Date Contents N Weight 
(g) 
Comments 
96-13.2 ST1, E of 
creek @42cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 1 5.8 grit-t 
96-13.3 ST1, E of 
creek @42cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, gastropod 2 7.1   
96-13.4 ST1, E of 
creek @42cm 
7/8/1996 UID bone frag 1 0.7   
96-17.1 ST1, E of 
creek @42cm 
7/8/1996 UID fish vertebra 1 0.1   
96-18.1 ST1, E of 
creek @68cm 
7/8/1996 Plain rim 1 42 grit-t 
96-18.2 ST1, E of 
creek @68cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 1 6.5 grit-t 
96-18.3 ST1, E of 
creek @68cm 
7/8/1996 Shell frag 1 0.3   
96-18.4 ST1, E of 
creek @68cm 
7/8/1996 UID bone frags 17 12.3   
96-18.5 ST1, E of 
creek @68cm 
7/8/1996 UID fish vertebrae 4 0.2   
96-19.1 ST1, from wall 7/8/1996 UID bone frags 2 0.6   
96-20.1 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 UID bone frags 46 23.4   
96-20.2 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Charred bone frags 5 2.7   
96-20.3 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 UID fish vertebrae 5 0.5   
96-20.4 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 UID fish tooth 1 0.2 Probably 
drumfish 
96-20.5 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 2 5.5 grit and grog-
t 
96-20.6 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Plain body 2 1.9 grit-t 
96-20.7 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, oyster 1 14.2   
96-20.8 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, land snail 1 <.1   
96-20.9 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Acorns 4 1.1 Charred 
96-20.10 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Charcoal 1 0.1   
96-20.11 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Sandstone fragment  1 1.3   
96-20.12 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, Rangia 1 6.8   
96-20.13 ST1, E of 
creek @37cm 
7/8/1996 Twig 1 6.8   
96-21.1 ST1, E of 
creek shell 
midden 
@55cm 
7/8/1996 Shell frag 2 0.7 poss oyster 
96-21.2 ST1, E of 
creek shell 
midden 
@55cm 
7/8/1996 UID bone 12 11.8   
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Table A1. Continued 
Catalog 
# 
Provenience Date Contents N Weight 
(g) 
Comments 
96-21.3 ST1, E of 
creek shell 
midden 
@55cm 
7/8/1996 UID fish vertebra 1 0.2   
96-21.4 ST1, E of 
creek shell 
midden 
@55cm 
7/8/1996 UID fish tooth 1 0.2   
96-22.1 Surface 
collection next 
to ST3 
7/8/1996 Ch-st body 1 34   
96-23.1 ST3, 246 
degrees EofN 
17.3m @46cm 
7/8/1996 Shell, oyster frags 2 9.7   
96-24.1 ST3, 246 
degrees EofN 
17.3m @46cm 
7/8/1996 Pine cone frag 1 <.1 small 
96-25.1 ST3 @65.5cm 7/8/1996 Chert, primary decort 
flake 
1 0.3   
96-26.1 Mound profile 
on SW wall 
@25cm 
7/2/1996 Clay lump 1 18.6 reddish, poss 
fingerprint 
96-27.1 Surface - 
along coastal 
strand 
7/5/1996 Ch-st body 1 4.7   
96-27.2 Surface - 
along coastal 
strand 
7/5/1996 Lake Jackson Inc rim 1 5.2 large 
amounts of 
grit 
96-27.3 Surface - 
along coastal 
strand 
7/5/1996 Plain body 1 9.9 grit-t 
96-27.4 Surface - 
along coastal 
strand 
7/5/1996 Sandstone fragment 1 23.5   
96-01.7 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 UID fish vertebrae 30 5.9   
96-01.8 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 UID bone frags 5 9.6   
96-01.9 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 UID bone frag 1 13.8   
96-01.10 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 UID small mammal 
mandible 
1 2.4   
96-01.11 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Softshell turtle 
carapace 
1 5.9   
96-01.12 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Deer podial  1 13.6   
96-01.13 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   0.8   
96-01.14 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Flotation remains   3906.7   
96-01.15 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Fulgarite 9 0.1   
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Table A1. Continued 
Catalog 
# 
Provenience Date Contents N Weight 
(g) 
Comments 
96-01.16 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Mica   1   
96-01.17 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 UID shells 2 0.3 spiral  
96-01.18 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 UID shell 1 0.5   
96-01.19 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 UID shells 3 0.1   
96-01.20 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Shell, barnacles  4 0.3   
96-01.21 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Shell, gastropods 10 0.1   
96-01.22 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Shell, mussel frags 20 1.8   
96-01.23 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Drumfish teeth 9 0.4   
96-01.24 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 UID bone frag 1 19.3   
96-01.25 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 UID fish spine 1 2.7   
96-01.26 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 UID fish vertebrae 29 1.7   
96-01.27 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   0.5   
96-01.28 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Flotation remains   473   
96-01.29 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Shell, frag   0.5   
96-01.30 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Mica   0.3   
96-01.31 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Shell, gastropods   0.2   
96-01.32 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Plain body   0.5   
96-01.33 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 UID bone frag   0.4   
96-01.34 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Poss mod flora   0.9   
96-01.35 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Carbonized flora   0.1   
96-01.36 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   0.2 flat 
96-01.37 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   0.7 clumpy 
96-01.38 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   2.1 blocky 
96-01.39 ST1 Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Flotation remains   43.9   
96-02.1 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Shell, oyster   1097.3   
96-02.2 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Shell, 
mussel/gastropod/other 
frags 
  5.2   
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Table A1. Continued 
Catalog 
# 
Provenience Date Contents N Weight 
(g) 
Comments 
96-02.3 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   1.5   
96-02.4 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Indet punct 1 1.9 sand-t 
96-02.5 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Clay lump 1 0.5   
96-02.6 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 UID fish otolith and 
tooth 
  13.5   
96-02.7 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Water-worn pebble 1 9.1   
96-02.8 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction A 
7/8/1996 Flotation remains       
96-02.9 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   7.4   
96-02.10 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 UID bone   35.2   
96-02.11 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Shell frags   2.1 mussel, 
gastropod, 
barnacle 
96-02.12 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Sherd crumbs   0.2 red clay 
96-02.13 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Charcoal frags       
96-02.14 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Flotation remains       
96-02.15 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction B 
7/8/1996 Glass fragments     missing from 
inventory 
96-02.16 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Charcoal   3.6   
96-02.17 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Shell, gastropods   0.1   
96-02.18 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 UID seeds   20.1 fern spore 
and larger 
spheres 
96-02.19 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Modern roots and 
insect remains 
      
96-02.20 South Wall 
Flotation - 
Fraction C 
7/8/1996 Flotation remains       
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Table A1. Continued 
Catalog 
# 
Provenience Date Contents N Weight 
(g) 
Comments 
03-100.2 Surface, E of 
Porter's Bar 
10/10/2003 Plain body 3 14.8 grog-t 
03-100.3 Surface, E of 
Porter's Bar 
10/10/2003 Ch-st plain 4 70.3 grog-t 
03-100.4 Surface, E of 
Porter's Bar 
10/10/2003 Plain body 1 9.6 shell-t 
03-100.5 Surface, E of 
Porter's Bar 
10/10/2003 Plain body 2 9.5 sand and 
grog-t 
03-100.6 Surface, E of 
Porter's Bar 
10/10/2003 Plain body 4 7.3 grit-t 
03-100.7 Surface, E of 
Porter's Bar 
10/10/2003 UID bone 1 0.7 longbone 
fragment 
       
03-100.8 Surface, E of 
Porter's Bar 
10/10/2003 Plain body 10 61.4 sand-t 
03-100.9 Surface, NE of 
mound  
10/10/2003 Shell, lightning whelk 1 373.8   
15-1.1 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 SwCr Comp-st 1 26.6 scalloped rim 
15-1.2 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Check-st body 1 19.8 with drill hole 
15-1.3 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Indet Inc 1 3.4 deep incisions 
(Basin 
Bayou? WI 
Inc?) 
15-1.4 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Plain rim 1 12.7 possible rim 
with drill 
hole, grog-t 
15-1.5 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Chert flake, secondary 
decort  
1 10.1 with 
retouch/use 
wear, 
black/gray 
chert, 
novaculite? 
15-1.6 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Chert flake, secondary 
decort  
1 13.3 with 
retouch/use 
wear 
15-1.7 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Chert flake, primary 
decort 
1 24.2   
15-1.8 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Quartzite pebble and 
pebble frag 
2 30.3   
15-1.9 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Rock cobbles 3 193.3 metamorphic? 
15-1.10 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Softshell turtle 
carapace 
1     
15-1.11 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Modern deer teeth 3 6.5 one with 
roots 
15-1.12 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Historic ceramic bowl 
ring 
1 33.6 Societe 
Ceramique 
Maestricht, 
Netherlands, 
1851-1958 
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Table A1. Continued 
Catalog 
# 
Provenience Date Contents N Weight 
(g) 
Comments 
15-1.13 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Glazed/painted marble 
fragment 
1 13.3 historic pipe 
fragment 
15-1.14 JC Collection, 
likely surface 
6/25/2015 Metal  1 2.6 shot gun shell 
base 
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APPENDIX B. 
 
Table B1. Porter’s Bar Burials and Grave Goods as Recorded by Moore 
Burial # Burial Type Location in Mound Artifacts Notes 
1 Closely-flexed, on R WSW   Oyster shells 
above head 
2 Lone skull E, on base     
3 Lone skull ESE, on base     
4 Decayed fragments E     
5 Decayed fragments E     
6 Bundle ESE   No shell 
7 Skull & long bone 
fragments 
    3 feet from a 
deposit of pots 
8 Lone skull On base     
9 Scattered bones Above oyster shell 
layer 
    
10 Closely-flexed, on R W     
11 Lone skull SSE   Moderate 
flattening 
12 Bundle E   No shell 
13 Bundle E   No shell 
14 2 Skulls E     
15 Lone skull E     
16 Skull & fragments E   No shell 
17 Skull & fragments E   No shell 
18 Bundle SSW   No flattening 
19 Closely-flexed, on R NW, under large layer 
of shell 
    
20 Lone skull E   No shell 
21 2 skulls & longbones E   No shell 
22 Lone skull ESE, high in mound     
23 Shallow grave NNW, below the base Rude 
lancehead 
Badly decayed 
24 Lone skull NNW     
25 Lone skull W, on base     
26 Lone skull E   Badly decayed 
27 Skull & bones ESE Hematite Badly decayed 
28 Closely-flexed, on R SSW, under the large 
shell layer 
  Rotten 
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Table B1. Continued 
Burial # Burial Type Location in Mound Artifacts Notes 
29 Skull & long bone 
fragments 
    Rotten 
30 Lone skull NE, on base, 14 feet in   Rotten 
31 2 skulls of children Under shell layer   Rotten 
32 Burial N   Rotten 
33 Semi-flexed E, on base   Rotten 
34 Semi-flexed E, on base   Rotten 
35 Bones NNW   Rotten 
36 Bones NNW   Rotten 
37 Semi-flexed NNW Chert Rotten 
38 Bones W, above shell layer   Rotten 
39 Bones W, below shell layer   Rotten 
40 Skull S, on base     
41 Lone skull SW Chert 
arrowhead or 
knife 
Badly decayed 
42 Lone skull E, in caved sand     
43 Lone skull E, high in mound     
44 Fragments of bones NW, on shell     
45 Flexed  NW     
46 Flexed  WSW     
47 Flexed  SW     
48 Flexed  W     
49 Teeth only   Small 
earthenware 
vessel, 
smoothing 
stone 
  
50 Lone skull W Hammerstone 
"sinker", small 
stone pendant, 
bit of 
sandstone, 
pebble-
hammer, 3 
cutting 
implements 
made from 
columellae of 
large marine 
univalves 
  
51 2 semi-flexed 
skeletons 
SW     
52 Teeth and bone 
fragments 
S   Badly decayed 
53 Lone skull SE     
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Table B1. Continued 
Burial # Burial Type Location in Mound Artifacts Notes 
54 Lone skull W Small 
earthenware 
vessel 
Discrepancy 
between sources: 
either pot 90 from 
his field notes, or 
vessel 87 from his 
published notes 
55 Decayed bone S Hematite   
56 Flexed  WSW     
57 Flexed SE   Badly decayed 
58 Bones S "whetstone"   
59 Skeleton, squatting On the base Shell pendant, 
jasper knife or 
arrowhead, 
small 
undecorated 
smoking pipe, 
clam shells, 6 
pendants 
  
60 Flexed  Near burial 59 Smoking pipe   
61 Bundle Central     
62 Flexed, on L Central     
63 Disturbed bones In caved sand 5 Shell cutting 
and piercing 
implements, 3 
shell gouges, 
bit of 
sandstone, 
pebble-
hammer 
  
64 Semi-flexed On the base Small chisel, 
triangular 
hammerstone, 
4 shell gouges 
Badly decayed 
65 Closely-flexed, on R On the base     
66 Closely-flexed, on L       
67 Bones       
68 No data provided       
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APPENDIX C. 
 
Table C1. Green Point Burials and Grave Goods as Recorded by Moore 
Burial # Burial Type Location in Mound Artifacts Notes 
1 Lone skull E     
2 Lone skull W   No shells, rotten 
3 Closely-flexed, on L E   No flattening 
4 Semi-flexed     No flattening,  
5 Closely-flexed, on R E   No flattening 
6 Closely-flexed, on R E, below shell layer   No flattening 
7 Skull & longbone frags E     
8 Closely-flexed, on R NE   Skull crushed 
9 Scattered bones W, in caved sand     
10 Closely-flexed, on L W   No flattening 
11 Lone skull N     
12 Bundle W   No flattening 
13 Closely-flexed, on R     No flattening 
14 Lone skull       
15 Decayed bones       
16 Scattered bones SW     
17 Flexed E   No flattening 
18 Flexed, on L E   No flattening 
19 Flexed, on L E   No flattening 
20 Closely-flexed, on R E     
21 Flexed, on L E     
22 Skull and scattered 
bones 
E     
23 Lone skull E Hematite   
24 Closely-flexed, on R W   No flattening 
25 Closely-flexed, on R N     
26 Bundle E     
27 Flexed, on L       
28 Lone skull  S     
29 Flexed, on R       
30 Flexed, on R In caved sand Pot    
31 Flexed, on R       
32 Bundle E     
33 Closely-flexed, on R E     
34 Lone skull       
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Table C1. Continued 
Burial # Burial Type Location in Mound Artifacts Notes 
35 Lone skull       
36 Lone skull       
37 Flexed, on L       
38 Flexed, on L       
39 Flexed, on R       
40 Flexed, on R       
41 Closely-flexed, on R       
42 Decayed fragments       
43 Decayed fragments Beneath shells, but 
this custom not found 
in this mound, may 
have been disturbed 
    
44 Closely-flexed, on L       
45 Flexed, on R       
46 Flexed, on R       
47 No # 47 Recorded       
48 2 Skulls and scattered 
bones, femur of child 
  Large clam 
shell near skull 
  
49 Adult skull near ulna 
of child 
      
50 Part of skull of child 
and frag of humerus 
3 feet from burial 49     
51 Upper half of skull       
52 Upper half of skull 
w/one femur above 
and a skull 
      
53 Semi-flexed adult        
54 Lone Skull above 
closely-flexed, on R 
      
55 Closely-flexed, on R       
56 Flexed, on R       
57 Skull of child       
58 Lone skull       
59 Flexed, on R       
60 Closely-flexed, on L       
61 Child       
62 Flexed, on R       
63 Flexed, on R       
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Table C1. Continued 
Burial # Burial Type Location in Mound Artifacts Notes 
64 Flexed, on R       
65 Lower half of child       
66 Flexed, on L       
67 Flexed, on R       
68 Piece of pelvis and 
humerus 
  Near pot   
69 No data given       
70 Flexed, on R       
71 Semi-flexed, on L       
72 Flexed, on R       
73 Flexed, on L       
74 Flexed, on R       
75 Lone skull       
76 Flexed, on L       
77 Adult skull and bones 
of infant 
On base     
78 Closely-flexed, on L       
79 Closely-flexed, on 
back 
      
80 Closely-flexed, on L       
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APPENDIX D.  
 
Table D1. BAR Collections from Porter’s Bar 
Accession 
Number 
Type  N  Weight 
(g) 
Rim Body Comments Date 
06A.170.1.1 Fiber-t 1 23.5   x fiber-t 4/16/1988 
06A.170.2.1 Indet plain 1 12   x sand-t 4/16/1988 
06A.170.3.1 Indet plain 1 12.8   x sand-t 4/16/1988 
06A.170.4.1 Indet plain 1 8   x sand-t 4/16/1988 
06A.170.5.1 St. Andrews 
Comp-St 
3 25.6   x grit-t 4/16/1988 
74.234.02 Lake Jackson 
Plain 
1 50.1 x   grit-t, ticked 
rim 
  
 
Ft Walton Inc 1 14.8 x   sand-t   
 
Indet ch-st 1 4   x sand-t   
 
Lake Jackson 
Plain 
1 2 x   ticked rim   
 
Indet plain 4 15.3   x grit-t    
74.234.1 SwCr Comp-St 1 6.6   x grit-t 3/21/1972 
 
SwCr Comp-St 1 9.8   x sand-t 3/21/1972 
 
Carrabelle 
Punct 
1 5.2 x   sand-t 3/21/1972 
 
St. Andrews 
Comp-St 
1 2.2   x sand-t 3/21/1972 
 
Deptford Ch-St 1 14.6   x grit-t, basket 
impressed? 
3/21/1972 
 
WI Plain 1 10 x   sand-t 3/21/1972 
 
Indet Plain 1 8.3 x   grit-t 3/21/1972 
 
SwCr Comp-St 1 3.6   x sand-t 3/21/1972 
 
Ch-st 1 5.6   x grit-t 3/21/1972 
 
Possibly cob-
marked 
1 4.6   x grit-t 3/21/1972 
 
Indet plain 1 5.7   x grit-t 3/21/1972 
 
Possibly cob-
marked 
1 4.8   x grit-t 3/21/1972 
 
Indet plain 2 8.2 x   grit-t, sand-t 3/21/1972 
 
Indet plain 32 134.6   x sand-t 3/21/1972 
 
Indet plain 42 188.7   x grit-t 3/21/1972 
74.234.1.1 Sandstone 1 191.4     cobble?   
74.234.1.2 Lithic core   34.7         
74.234.3 Lake Jackson 
Plain 
1 32.7 x   grit-t, node   
 
Ft Walton Inc 1 8.6   x grit-t   
 
Indet plain 5 314.8   x grog-t   
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Table D1. Continued 
Accession 
Number 
Type  N  Weight 
(g) 
Rim Body Comments Date 
88.167.01 1840s coin, no 
longer in 
inventory 
          1988 
88.167.1 Metal from 
coffins 
  171.8       1988 
  Ch-st 2 6.2   x sand-t 1988 
  Indet Plain 2 3.3   x sand-t 1988 
  Quartz cobble 1 6.4       1988 
  Chert flake 1 9.6       1988 
  Mammal bone 14 46.5     some turtle, 
one thoracic 
vert of 
mammal  
1988 
  Indet Plain 1 7.8   x sand-t 1988 
88.167.02 Wood fragments   14     Burial 1 1988 
88.167.2.1 Square nail 1       Burial 1, NW 
coffin corner 
1988 
88.167.2.2 Bone button 2 0.7     Burial 2 1988 
88.167.2.3 Square nail         Burial 1 1988 
90.51.01 Faunal remains 21 64.3     fish, turtle, 
mammal long 
bone 
  
  Shell 2 66.1         
  Quartzite 1 6.1         
  Quartz 1 3.9         
  SwCr Comp-St, 
late 
1 3.4 x   sand-t   
  Indet Plain 2 24.3 x   folded, sand-t   
  SwCr Comp-St, 
late 
1 41.4 x   folded rim, 
sand-t 
  
  SwCr Comp-St, 
early 
1 28.1 x   notched rim, 
sand-t 
  
  Indet plain 1 7.4 x   thick band 
along edge, 
likely some 
kind of WI 
  
  Shell tool 1 38.9     cut marks   
  Shell 1 26.7         
  Stone 2 9.9         
  Indet plain 3 46.7 x       
  Indet plain 7 156.1   x     
  Grog-t plain 2 33.8   x grog-t   
  Indet st 1 15.7         
  Red Slip 1 2.2     WI?   
  W FL Cord-
marked 
1 10.1     SwCr or WI?   
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Table D1. Continued 
Accession 
Number 
Type  N  Weight 
(g) 
Rim Body Comments Date 
  St. Andrews 2 28.5   x     
  SwCr Comp-st 1 28 x   ticked, 
stamped up to 
rim 
  
  Lake Jackson 1 16.9 x   lug, stamped 
below inc 
  
  SwCr Comp-St, 
early 
1 9.9 x   notched rim   
  SwCr Comp-St 20 288.1   x     
  Unsorted 4 71.9 x   One plain, 3 
ch-st  
  
  Unsorted 23 209.3   x one w/repair 
hole, mix of 
inc/st/plain 
  
  Ft Walton 1 16.9 x   wide band, 
incised under 
band, w node 
  
92.520.1 Midden shell    212.2       10/1992 
92.520.2 Debitage 506 176.4       10/1992 
92.520.3 Worked stone - 
biface frag 
1 2.1       10/1992 
92.520.4 Apalachee clay 
balls 
90 584       10/1992 
92.520.5 Charcoal   6.8       10/1992 
  Unburned wood 
and bone frags 
  4.5       10/1992 
92.520.6 Microliths - 
Type 1 
9 5.1       10/1992 
  Microliths - 
Type 2 
4 3       10/1992 
  Microliths - 
Type 3 
10 4.6       10/1992 
  Kirk corner 
notched point 
1 6.1     listed as "split 
blade" 
10/1992 
93.345.01 Fired clay 1 43.4     Hopewellian - 
like Block 
Stearn 
w/incised 
groove on top 
1992 
  Fort Walton  1 11.5 x   sand-t, ticked 
rim 
1992 
  Basin Bayou Inc 1 4.6   x sand-t 1992 
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Table D1. Continued 
Accession 
Number 
Type  N  Weight 
(g) 
Rim Body Comments Date 
  WI Punct 1 12.4 x   grit-t 1992 
  Cool Branch Inc 1 16.3 x   sand-t 1992 
  Indet punct 1 10.5   x grit-t 1992 
  Plain body 4 1222   x sand-t 1992 
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APPENDIX E. SITE PHOTOGRAPHS  
 
 
Figure E1. Porter’s Bar Creek, adjacent to eastern side of the mound, 
looking south. March 2016.  
 
 
Figure E2. Steep drop-off on eastern side of mound, facing west. 
Individuals for scale. March 2016.  
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Figure E3. Existing looter’s trench in center of mound, also the profile USF 
investigators drew and recovered artifacts from. March 2016.  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure E4. Cleaned up looter’s trench in center of mound. March 2016.  
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Figure E5. Center of mound. March 2016.  
 
 
 
 
Figure E6. Looter’s trench on eastern side of mound. March 2016.  
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Figure E7. Cleaned looter’s trench profile on eastern side of mound. March 
2016. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure E8. Kelsey Kreiser standing on area of elevation to the northeast of 
Porter’ Bar mound, on eastern side of creek. March 2016. 
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Figure E9. Standing on Porter’s Bar  Figure E10. Standing on 
Creek, facing north. March 2016.    Porter’s Bar Creek, facing 
        north. March 2016.    
 
 
 
                                   
Figure E11. Far eastern end of   Figure E12. Where creek 
midden component, facing    meets the bay, facing east.  
west. July 2016.       July 2016.  
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Figure E13. Creek emptying    Figure E14. Accumulated 
into bay. July 2016.      shell where creek meets bay. 
        July 2016.  
  
 
 
 
                              
Figure E15. Creek emptying    Figure E16. Where creek  
into bay; water level low.     meets bay, looking east.  
July 2016.        July 2016.  
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Figure E17. Beach component  Figure E18. Sand accumulated  
looking east, White and students             at mouth of Porter’s Bar Creek. 
in background. July 2016.   July 2016.  
 
 
 
 
                                 
Figure E19. Porter’s Bar Creek   Figure E20. Porter’s Bar  
after Tropical Storm Hermione.    Creek mouth clogged with  
November 2016.       sand after storm. Nov. 2016.  
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Figure E21. Lot bordering suspected area of Green Point for sale. 
 
 
 
 
Figure E22. Entrance into Indian Mound Shores; Porter’s Bar mound is at 
the end, through a wall of trees. 
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Figure E23. Porter’s Bar is directly behind this line of trees. On Indian 
Mound Shores Drive, facing North.  
 
 
 
Figure E24. Porter’s Bar Mound, on eastern side facing west. 
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Figure E25. Porter’s Bar Mound, on northern side facing south. Kelsey 
Kreiser on mound for scale.  
 
 
 
 
Figure E26. Porter’s Bar Mound, on northern side facing south. Kelsey 
Kreiser on mound for scale.  
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Figure E27. Copse of trees on shore to the west of Porter’s Bar Creek 
(where some put Green Point Mound), facing east. August 2017. 
 
 
 
 
Figure E28. Copse of trees to the west of Porter’s Bar Creek, facing east. 
Mike Lockman in distance. August 2017.  
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Figure E29. Porter’s Bar Creek, water levels high, August 2017.  
 
 
              
Figure E30. Creek emptying   Figure E31. Midden spread 
into bay. August 2017.    facing east; high tide and most  
       submerged. August 2017.  
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Figure E32. Directly east of creek, on shore, looking northwest. Shell 
midden that lines the creek exposed by recent storms. 2017. 
 
 
 
Figure E33. Midden, covered by high tide, facing west. Aug. 2017. 
 189 
 
 
Figure E34. Far eastern end of midden, between water and U.S. 98, 
covered by sand. August 2017. 
 
 
 
 
Figure E35. Shell midden between water and U. S. 98, covered by 
vegetation. August 2017.  
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Figure E36. Recently exposed shell midden between water and U. S. 89. 
August 2017.  
 
 
 
Figure E37. Recetly exposed vertical foot of shell midden directly east of 
creek, facing northwest. August 2017.  
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Figure E38. Recently exposed shell from storm activities. August 2017. 
 
 
 
 
Figure E39. Recently exposed shell midden adjacent to eastern side of 
creek on shore, facing northwest. August 2017. 
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Figure E40. Standing where creek meets bay, facing east. Shell midden 
fully visible during low tide. 2016.  
 
 
 
 
Figure E41. Standing where creek meets bay, facing south. Shell midden 
fully visible during low tide. 2016. 
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Figure E42. Standing on the far eastern edge of midden spread, facing 
west. Copse of trees in background is where creek meets bay. 2016. 
 
 
 
               
Figure E43. Creek at high    Figure E44. Standing on PBC  
capacity during rainy    bridge, facing north. Creek level 
season, facing north    high from rain. March 2016.  
towards bridge. March 2016.  
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APPENDIX F. PORTER’S BAR ARTIFACT PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
 
                             
Figure F1. Shell tool     Figure F2. Indet plain 
(Bar#90.51.01).      (BAR#90.51.01). 
         
 
Figure F3. Grit-t, sand-t plain (BAR#90.51.01).  
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Figure F4. SwCr Comp-St (BAR#90.51.01). 
 
 
                   
Figure F5. Grit-t plain      Figure F6. Indet st 
(BAR#90.51.01).      (BAR#90.51.01). 
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Figure F7. W FL Cord-marked   Figure F8. St. Andrews  
(BAR#90.51.01).      (BAR#90.51.01). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                    
Figure F9. Indet punct     Figure F10. Ft Walton Inc 
(BAR#90.51.01).      (BAR#90.51.01). 
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Figure F11. Indet plain    Figure F12. Comp-st 
(BAR#90.51.01).      (BAR#90.51.01). 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure F13. SwCr Comp-St (BAR#90.51.01). 
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Figure F14. SwCr Comp-St (BAR#90.51.01). 
 
Figure F15. Red slip (BAR#90.51.01). 
 
Figure F16. Grit-t plain (BAR#74.234.02). 
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Figure F17. Unsorted variety of stamped, incised, punctated, plain ceramics 
(BAR#90.51.01) 
 
 
 
         
Figure F18. Indet inc    Figure F19. Indet inc 
(BAR#90.51.01).     (BAR#90.51.01). 
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Figure F20. Hole for suspension  Figure F21. Lake Jackson Plain 
(BAR#90.51.01).     (BAR#74.234.02). 
 
 
 
                          
Figure F22. Ft Walton Inc    Figure F23. Lake Jackson 
(BAR#74.234.02).     Plain (BAR#74.234.02). 
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Figure F24. SwCr Comp-St    Figure F25. Carrabelle Punct 
(BAR#74.234.1).      (BAR#74.234.1). 
 
 
 
                                          
Figure F26. SwCr Comp-St    Figure F27. St Andrews  
(BAR#74.234.1).      Comp-St (BAR#74.234.1). 
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Figure F28. Deptford Ch-St    Figure F29. WI Plain  
(BAR#74.234.1).       (BAR#74.234.1). 
 
 
 
                                     
Figure F30. Indet plain     Figure F31. SwCr Comp-St 
(BAR#74.234.1).      (BAR#74.234.1). 
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Figure F32. Indet ch-st    Figure F33. Indet grog-t rim 
(BAR#74.234.1).      (BAR#74.234.1).  
 
 
   
                    
Figure F34. Possibly cob-   Figure F35. Indet grit- and sand-t 
marked (BAR#74.234.1).   (BAR#74.234.1). 
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Figure F36. Sandstone    Figure F37. Indet ch-st 
(BAR#74.234.1.1).     (BAR#74.234.02). 
 
 
 
                            
Figure F38. Fired clay object    Figure F39. Fired clay  
(BAR#93.345.01).     object (BAR#93.345.01). 
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Figure F40. Fort Walton ticked rim (BAR#93.345.01). 
 
 
 
                
Figure F41. Basin Bayou Inc body          Figure F42. Cool Branch Inc  
(BAR#93.345.01).        (BAR#93.345.01).  
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Figure F43. St Andrews Comp-St   Figure F44. Lake Jackson  
(BAR#06A.170.5.1).     Plain (BAR#74.234.3). 
 
 
 
                
Figure F45. Quartz cobble     Figure F46. Ft Walton Inc 
(BAR#88.167.1).      (BAR#74.234.3). 
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Figure F47. SwCr Comp-St, late   Figure F48. Indet plain.  
(BAR#90.51.01).      Folded rims (BAR#90.51.01). 
 
 
 
               
Figure F49. SwCr Comp-St,     Figure F50. SwCr Comp-St, 
Late (BAR#90.51.01).      early (BAR#90.51.01).  
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Figure F51. SwCr Comp-St, early   Figure F52. Lake Jackson 
(BAR#90.51.01).  Inc (BAR#90.51.01).            
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure F53. Indet plain (BAR#90.51.01). 
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Figure F54. Most of a Weeden Island Plain vessel recovered by USF from 
mound profile (USF#96-7.1).  
 
 
                 
Figure F55. Retouched chert Figure F56. Check-st body  
with use wear (USF#15-1.5).  (USF#96-22.1).  
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Figure F58. Indet inc (USF#96-10.7). Figure F59. Grit-t and shell-t plain 
(USF#93-3.3). 
                  
 
 
 
Figure F60. Plain red painted body sherds (USF#93-3.1). 
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Figure F61. Cool Branch Inc (USF#96-6.1). 
 
Figure F62. Comp-st sherds (NMAI#174997). Photo courtesy of Nancy 
White. 
 
Figure F63. NMAI#174997. Photo courtesy of Nancy White.  
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Figure F64. Softshell turtle carapace   Figure F65. SwCr Comp-st sherd  
frag (USF JC Collection#15-1.10) with scalloped rim (USF JC 
Collection#15.1.1).     
 
 
 
 
 
            
Figure F66. Modern deer teeth (USF JC   Figure F67. Chert flake,  
Collection#15-1.11). primary decort (USF JC 
Collection#15-1.7).  
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Figure F68. Indet inc. (USF JC Figure F69. Ch-st body 
Collection#15-1.3). sherd with drill hole (USF JC 
Collection#15-1.2). 
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APPENDIX G. GREEN POINT ARTIFACT PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
 
Figure G1. Comp-st sherds (NMAI#180247). Photo courtesy of Nancy 
White. 
 
 
 
Figure G2. Comp-st sherd (NMAI#180247). Photo courtesy of Nancy White. 
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 Figure G3. Chert block shatter (USF JC collection#15-1.2). 
 
 
 
 
Figure G4. Shell spoon/scoop (USF JC collection#15-1.1). 
 
